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Abstract 
This thesis engages with the concept of transmedia. The object of interest is the 
concept of transmedia and its relation to storytelling and gameplay. The main 
approach is a theoretical investigation of transmedia aesthetics through logics of 
storytelling, fiction, and gameplay and their relation to describing and thus also 
designing transmedia experiences. An exemplary case analysis of Pandemic 1.0 is used 
to illustrate the theory and limit the investigations of a complex multidisciplinary 
subject matter. 
Previous research on transmedia storytelling and transmedia practice by Henry 
Jenkins, Christy Dena and Jane McGonigal is used to suggest characteristics of 
transmedia practice and a definition that does not presuppose the aesthetics of either 
storytelling or gameplay. Among the characteristics are the combination of the 
semiotic modes of game and story; multimodality as described by Gunther Kress and 
Theo Van Leeuwen and cybertextuality as described by Espen Aarseth.  
A framework for aesthetics in transmedia gameplay is investigated through Katie 
Salen and Eric Zimmerman's work on game design, Jesper Juul's studies on games 
and fictional worlds, and the experimental game genres associated with transmedia 
practice by Christy Dena. These are described by Jane MacGonigal as ubiquitous 
games and by Montola, Stenros, and Waern as pervasive games. 
The thesis argues that both game and story can serve as contexts of interpretation for 
navigating transmedia fiction. It is necessary for such contexts to be communicated 
clearly through metacommunication, a concept suggested by Gregory Bateson. This 
can be done either via paratext or during the activity itself. The latter is necessary if 
transmedia fiction is to retain its participatory practices of allowing users to share and 
spread content, not to mention contributing with their own. In some cases, this is 
hindered by a specific immersive aesthetic that does not allow for non-diegetic 
communication.  
This thesis suggests that transmedia designers must acknowledge their need to 
metacommunicate, and that interpretive contexts are consciously upheld by users, 
thus removing the argument for an immersive aesthetic. Furthermore, it suggests that 
less formally structured play and the concept of world simulation can be fruitful design 
principles in transmedia fiction. 
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Chapter 1 – Introduction 
 
”I feel like in the silent film era of all this [creating participatory transmedia 
experiences]. When silent film started, for a bit it was someone putting a camera on a 
tripod and shooting a stage with actors. Then at a certain point they realized that they 
could actually pop the camera off the tripod and take the camera and the actors outside 
and they started to shape the grammar of cinema. I feel like we are kind of at the same 
point. Games have been evolving for a while. Films have been evolving for a while. 
Stories have been evolving for a very long time. And I think together it is that 
experimentation that will help define the right way. It is a lot of trial an error.” - Lance 
Weiler (Weiler 2012a:25.27) 
 
This quote from my interview with story architect Lance Weiler neatly illustrates the 
central purpose of this thesis. Weiler echoes a suggestion put forward by Kress and 
van Leeuwen – the idea that ”the previously secure 'scripts' have become and are 
becoming unstable, and new [communication] practices for which no scripts yet exist 
are coming into being” (Kress & van Leeuwen, 2001:47). It shows an understanding 
present in academia and among media practitioners, that the media landscape is 
changing in a significant way, and that we have not yet fully understood how to 
navigate this new landscape. Within the fields of media studies, game studies, 
interactive narratives and digital humanities there has been debate on what is really 
new, what the future holds, and how to understand and design the hybrid media 
products being created on a daily basis by corporations, independents and amateurs 
alike.  
Gunther Kress discusses a shift from the dominance of writing and the book towards a 
dominance of image and the screen. He argues that it is now easier to use a 
multiplicity of modes (e.g. music, writing, game, narrative) and that our potential for 
communication has changed through interactivity allowing us to effortlessly respond 
to the producer of a text and for the user to enter a different relationship with all other 
text through the notion of hypertextuality (Kress 2003). O'Reilly and Battelle suggest 
that increased connectivity, data-storage and processing ability, and a pervasiveness of 
sensory devices will cause a Web Squared or an Internet of Things, merging tangible 
 6 
objects with digital abilities (O'Reilly & Battelle 2009). Furthermore terms like the 
gamer generation or the ludic generation suggest that (video)games are becoming a 
more dominant or perhaps just more visible cultural practice as do the buzz around 
the notion of gamification. And these are just a select few views of how our medial 
landscape is changing. 
So how is a media scholar or practitioner to make sense of the dense jungle of media 
technologies, buzzwords and complex practices of the current media landscape when 
stability has supposedly given way to missing scripts? How can we possibly establish 
new scripts? What are my options when I want to captivate my audience. What notes 
can the piano of current entertainment actually play and what keys sound terrible 
when punched in conjunction. This thesis is curious about a specific logic of this 
changing landscape, and the problems and opportunities that accompany it. It is 
curious about the concept of transmedia and more specifically transmedia best 
practices in relation to combining gameplay and storytelling. 
Transmedia is a concept receiving increasing attention among both media 
practitioners and media scholars. For example, the Producers Guild of American now 
offers the job title of Transmedia Producer. Henry Jenkins, one of the first scholars to 
use it, describes transmedia storytelling as a ”new aesthetic that has emerged in 
response to media convergence – one that places new demands on consumers and 
depends on the active participation of knowledge communities. Transmedia 
storytelling is the art of world making (Jenkins 2006:20f). As the definition of 
transmedia is a somewhat contested affair, the thesis will deal with this in detail 
further on. For now, it is sufficient to say that transmedia entertainment potentially 
utilizes every media platform available not to mention real world environments:  
 
”The term transmedia practice is introduced in this thesis to encompass a variety 
[of] practices and existing terms defining the area. These theories—including 
transmedia storytelling  (Jenkins 2006), distributed narratives (Walker 2004), 
cross-sited narratives (Ruppel  2005a), pervasive games (Montola et al. 2009), 
ubiquitous gaming (McGonigal 2006),  networked narrative environments 
(Zapp 2004), superfictions (Hill 2001), very distributed storytelling (Davenport 
1998) – are subsumed under the term transmedia practice for methodological 
purposes. ” (Dena 2009:16, my emphasis) 
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What transmedia encompass is not a clear cut case, as the quote from Dena above 
illustrates. In a keynote presentation at Futures of Entertainment 4 Henry Jenkins 
says: ”after all, the world is transmedia” (Jenkins 2009a). This statement does not tell 
us much. It does, however tell us that perhaps transmedia is not that easily defined. In 
the same presentation, Jenkins describes another problem. Cross-media, deep media 
and other concepts are used to describe some of the same phenomenon as the word 
transmedia is (Jenkins 2009b). As late as a February 2012 New York Social Media 
Week panel debate, the panelists could not agree on a definition on transmedia or 
whether for instance the Bible is transmedia  (Ramsey 2012). Jenkins has suggested 
that: ”Transmedia, used by itself, simply means “across media”” (Jenkins, 2011, bold 
removed). Long points out that ”[t]he term 'transmedia' should be considered an 
adjective, not a noun.” (Long, 2007:32). Both makes us move closer to the 
phenomenon we are investigating, but the definition this thesis will eventually be 
working with is a definition proposed by Christy Dena: ”The theory of transmedia 
practice examines a creative practice that involves the employment of multiple distinct 
media and environments for expression” (Dena, 2009:1). Following the same path as 
Dena, the subject matter of this thesis is also limited to transmedia practices that take 
place in fictional worlds – transmedia fiction. The concepts mentioned here naturally 
have theoretical implications and shall indeed be explained and examined further on, 
but for now serve to identify the general subject matter of this thesis. 
 
There is also an undergoing discussion on whether transmedia is really something new 
and in this regard, whether some media are more participatory than others and there 
has been criticism of a ”rhetoric of newness” (Ekström, Jülich, Lundgren & 
Wisselgren, 2011).  Jenkins has stated that his own early writing has overemphasized 
the newness of transmedia (2009b) and Christy Dena has described her act of 
attempting to explain the uniqueness of a new phenomenon as a fallacy (Dena 2009). 
The problem, as Dena describes it, is theorizing about an ongoing tendency, which in 
turn removes the focus from analyzing the phenomenon transhistorically. The point 
here is both to be aware of the possible inconsistencies of what transmedia can refer 
to, and to what can be called a buzzword effect, causing a focus on the 'newness' or 
uniqueness of the concept. 
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Regardless of whether different words might be used to describe the same 
phenomenon or the same word for different phenomena, and whether this 
phenomenon is something new, I will be using the term transmedia since it is 
emerging as the dominant term in this area (Dena 2009, Giovagnoli 2011). 
 
In the quote above, Jenkins names the aesthetic “transmedia storytelling”. This thesis 
questions the approach of viewing transmedia entertainment as primarily a 
storytelling phenomenon. The assumption is not that Jenkins and others (see Long, 
2007) are wrong in their observations, considering that story and game can be said to 
be the two primary modes in contemporary entertainment (Dena, 2009). However, 
perhaps the focus should be altered. Dena writes: “It makes sense then, that the 
phenomenon [of transmedia fiction] is not characterized as being narrative or game, 
and theories from both narrative and game studies would be utilized. Currently 
however, theories defining the area privilege either the narrative or game mode” 
(Dena, 2009:185). The assumption is that a more useful understanding of the 
transmedia phenomenon can be achieved by investigating in what way gameplay and 
storytelling together influence the way transmedia fiction can be understood and used. 
The aim is to produce knowledge about what theories on game and story have to offer 
the understanding of transmedia fiction. An important part of this will be investigating 
the consequences of the multimodal possibilities arising from transmediality and the 
challenges that might arise when using narrative and ludic modes to design and 
explain transmedia fiction. A specific focus will be on how the different modes can 
explain the connections made between different parts of a transmedia fiction since, as 
I will argue later, transmedia is primarily defined by perceived connections between 
distinct media. 
 
This thesis consists mainly of conceptual work. The object of interest is the concept of 
transmedia and its relation to storytelling and gameplay. The main approach is as 
such a theoretical investigation of the central concepts and their relation to describing 
and thus also designing transmedia experiences. 
Given the complexity and vast possibilities of this endeavor, I will be using a 
multidisciplinary approach, as recommended by transmedia scholars (Dena 2009, 
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Jenkins 2009a, Denward 2011). I will investigate previous research in the field and 
work towards a framework for both transmedia storytelling and transmedia gameplay 
to investigate their explanatory power over a transmedia experience and the 
theoretical problems and benefits of a possible integration of both frameworks into an 
understanding of transmedia aesthetics and design. To concretize and limit this 
investigation, it will be approached through an exemplary case study of Pandemic 1.0 as 
it took place at Sundance Film Festival 2011. This will be done as a qualitative textual 
analysis of game residue based on the formal parts still available for analysis, two 
qualitative interviews with Pandemic 1.0 designer Lance Weiler, paratexts and some 
residue of gameplay that has been logged online. Pandemic 1.0 utilized a wide range of 
distinct media and made use of both story and game modes. 
 
Research Questions 
How can transmedia aesthetics be described through a storytelling and a gameplay 
logic. What problems and benefits arise by applying the two approaches to a case of 
transmedia practice? How can a combination of aesthetic principles from the two 
approaches further our understanding of the concept of transmedia fiction and its 
design.  
This approach does of course not presuppose to view these concepts as completely 
different. As Espen Aarseth argues: “To claim that there is no difference between 
games and narratives is to ignore essential qualities of both categories. And yet, as this 
study tries to show, the difference is not clear-cut, and there is significant overlap 
between the two” (Aaseth 1997:5). The objective is not to discuss whether one or the 
other is a better fit for the concept of transmedia, but what the two perspectives have 
to offer. 
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Chapter 2 – Characteristics from 
Storytelling to Fiction 
The goal of this chapter is to present the knowledge of transmedia so central for this 
thesis. I will begin by presenting Henry Jenkins' thoughts on the aesthetic of 
transmedia storytelling, and some of the central concepts of such an approach. I will 
then critically discuss that approach and its application of the concept of story over an 
area that is too big and complex to be seen mainly as storytelling. I will argue via 
Christy Dena and others, that gameplay already plays an important role in 
transmedia practice, but also show how transmedia experiences can be understood as 
a multimodal phenomena and thus present some further important characteristics of 
transmedia practice, that do not come from a game or story mode but have 
consequences for our understanding of transmedia practice and fiction. That is, they 
can be seen in both narrative and ludic structures. 
As such I aim to present both a framework for analysis of transmedia storytelling and 
show characteristics that need to be considered in both transmedia storytelling and 
transmedia gameplay. As research on transmedia gameplay is almost nonexistent 
unless you, as Christy Dena does, include different theoretical concepts such as 
pervasive and ubiquitous games, the question of transmedia gameplay will be treated 
in its own chapter. 
 
Transmedia Storytelling and Convergence culture 
Henry Jenkins is one of the first scholars to use the term transmedia. It is a term 
connected to the concept of convergence culture. As mentioned earlier, it is important 
to note that Jenkins discusses transmedia storytelling: ”Transmedia, used by itself, 
simply means "across media." (…) Transmedia storytelling describes one logic for 
thinking about the flow of content across media” (Jenkins 2011, bold removed). 
Jenkins seeks to document perspectives on media changes through the frame of 
convergence and expands the meaning of convergence to encompass not only 
technological convergence. Jenkins talks of media convergence, which is divided into 
three parts: “the flow of content across multiple media platforms, cooperation 
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between multiple media industries, and the migratory behavior of media audiences 
who will go almost anywhere in search of the kinds of entertainment experiences they 
want” (Jenkins 2006:2). Media convergence is the first of three central concepts of his 
book Convergence Culture. The two others are collective intelligence and 
participatory culture. The book uses these three concepts as an explanatory 
framework for the current changes of media production and consumption. Before we 
start defining transmedia storytelling, then, let us take a brief look at two of the 
building blocks for media convergence.  
Jenkins uses Pierre Lévy's concept of collective intelligence. At its core “[c]ollective 
intelligence refers to this ability of virtual communities to leverage the combined 
expertise of their members” (Jenkins 2006:27). Nobody knows everything, but 
everybody knows something. Lévy calls these organizations knowledge communities. 
Knowledge communities arise at the same time as our affinity with older (local) 
communities and family diminishes. The communities are defined: “through 
voluntary, temporary, and tactical affiliations, reaffirmed through common 
intellectual enterprises and emotional investments” (Jenkins 2006:27). Lévy 
distinguishes between shared knowledge – consensus knowledge held by everyone in 
the community – and collective knowledge – the sum of information held by the 
individual in the community and can be accessed. The key here is that these 
communities can form around works of entertainment amongst other things.  
 
Jenkins distinguishes between interactivity and participation, the first being 
technological e.g. “the ways different technologies have been designed to be more 
responsive to consumer feedback” (Jenkins 2006:137) and the second being cultural 
and social. Jenkins argues that participation is more open-ended – less controlled by 
producers. And some consumers, namely fans, will demand the right to participate, 
and will participate, using and recreating producers' content, not to mention creating 
their own. Participatory culture, he argues, require a certain set of skills. It requires:  
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”the ability to pool knowledge with others in collaborative enterprises (...), the ability to 
share and compare value systems by evaluating ethical dramas (…), the ability to make 
connections across scattered pieces of information (...), the ability to express your 
interpretations and feelings toward popular fictions through your own folk culture (…), 
and the ability to circulate what you create via the internet so it can be shared with 
others” (Jenkins 2006:185). 
 
Jenkins points to American folk culture to show that the will to create, circulate and 
recreate content is not a new thing. His point is that the web is a very powerful 
distribution channel and furthermore that equipment for production is more 
commonly available (Jenkins 2006). In essence you might say that participatory 
culture is what has happened when specific cultural processes are amplified by 
development of new technology and technological infrastructure. 
 
Aesthetics and Transmedia Storytelling 
A certain aesthetic of this kind of culture becomes what Jenkins names transmedia 
storytelling.        Here it is not about constructing a story, but a process of world 
building across different media platforms. Consumers can then explore the world 
through different stories, characters, and media. A central part of this aesthetic is that 
each new text contributes in a distinct and valuable way to the whole, while still being 
self-contained (Jenkins 2006). These productions must avoid redundancy and focus on 
triggering a search for meaning where more layers can be added continuously by the 
consumer. Jenkins uses Manuel Castells' phrasing of audiences adopting a 
hypertextual relationship to existing media content instead of using hybertexts (Jenkins 
2006). Jenkins defines transmedia storytelling as follows: 
 
”Transmedia storytelling represents a process where integral elements of a fiction get 
dispersed systematically across multiple delivery channels for the purpose of creating a 
unified and coordinated entertainment experience. Ideally each medium makes its own 
unique contribution to the unfolding of the story” (Jenkins 2009b). 
  
Geoffrey Long, a student of Jenkins, delves deeper into the aesthetics of transmedia 
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storytelling, and especially the connections made between the dispersed elements. He 
offers an explanation for transmedia storytelling based on the concept of negative 
capability.   
 
”When applied to storytelling, negative capability is the art of building strategic gaps 
into a narrative to evoke a delicious sense of 'uncertainty, Mystery, or doubt' in the 
audience. (Long 2007:53, bold removed) 
 
This is an altered use of the concept of narrative tension and the desire to create 
logically coherent structures of cause and effect attributed to, among others Peter 
Brooks (Brooks 1984). Long shows how it can be used on the fictional world and not 
only the narrative itself. Simply put, you can indicate that the fictional world holds 
elements only hinted at in the present work. Summed up, Long's phrasing of the 
aesthetic logic of transmedia storytelling looks like this: 
 
”A storyteller looking to craft a potential transmedia narrative should carefully craft the 
world in which that story exists, and then make passing references to other cultures, 
characters, events, places, sciences or philosophies of that world during the course of 
the narrative to simultaneously spark audience imaginations through negative 
capability and provide potential openings for future migratory cues” (Long 2007:68, 
bold, italic removed).  
 
Jenkins' 7 principles of transmedia storytelling 
Here I present Jenkins 7 characteristics of transmedia storytelling to expand the 
understanding of transmedia storytelling. The 7 characteristics are 1) spreadability 
and drillability, 2) continuity and multiplicity, 3) immersion and extractability, 4) 
worldbuilding, 5) seriality, 6) subjectivity and 7) performance (Jenkins 2009b, 2009c). 
The term storyworld is used here as this is Jenkins own preferred term for a fictional 
world in a transmedia storytelling framework. 
Spreadability refers to the public being able to actively spread the media content 
through social networks. Drillability refers to a kind of ”forensic fandom” (Jason 
Mittell in Jenkins 2009b) where audiences are encouraged to dig deeper to understand 
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the complexity of a story or storyworld. Jenkins suggests that these two can be 
understood as a horizontal and a vertical mode of cultural engagement with 
transmedia. 
Another kind of two-dimensional trait of transmedia is continuity and multiplicity. 
Continuity is seen through extensions to the storyworld that adhere to the same logic, 
adding more content to a storyworld. Multiplicity also adds content but in alternative 
retellings as in the example of Spiderman India, that takes place in Mumbai instead of 
New York (Jenkins 2009b).  
Considering immersion and extractability the first is (the urge) to enter into a fictional 
world where the latter is a way to take something from the fictional world into the 
ordinary world. Jenkins puts it this way: ”In immersion, then, the consumer enters 
into the world of the story, while in extractability, the fan takes aspects of the story 
away with them as resources they deploy in the spaces of their everyday life” (Jenkins 
2009c).  
The fourth principle is worldbuilding, which has already been discussed. The point 
with worldbuilding is that worlds can support multiple characters and stories, and give 
audiences the possibility to map and master the world. 
Seriality is when a story gets dispersed into individually meaningful pieces. 
 
 ”We can think of transmedia storytelling then as a hyperbolic version of the serial, 
where the chunks of meaningful and engaging story information have been dispersed 
not simply across multiple segments within the same medium, but rather across 
multiple media systems.” (Jenkins 2009c) 
 
An important trait of seriality is that it's essentially linear. That is, in a serial 
installment continues a narrative.  
When a storyworld gets extended with extra material, one of the options is to give 
another perspective on said storyworld. Jenkins calls this the principle of subjectivity. 
His examples include creating extensions with minor characters that then give their 
unique perspectives. As Jenkins explains: ”These kinds of extensions tap into 
longstanding readers interest in comparing and contrasting multiple subjective 
experiences of the same fictional events.” (Jenkins 2009c) 
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Performance is the last principle. It is about fans and producers creating and 
performing their own, sometimes unauthorized extensions to a storyworld. 
Transmedia can even have so-called cultural activators – things that give fans 
something to act upon in regards to the storyworld. 
As have already been established, setting the boundary between transmedia and non-
transmedia is not a given at this stage, and there is a lack of methodology for 
analyzing and critiquing transmedia storytelling. Long does provide a good argument 
for how exploration of a fictional world might take place, and thus for a transmedia 
aesthetic. However, it is based on storytelling and a distinction needs to be made. As 
Jenkins writes, transmedia storytelling is only one logic. Here I will critique that logic 
by questioning the connection between storytelling and a fictional world. Thereafter I 
will suggest a definition of transmedia taken from Christy Dena, that is not dependent 
on neither game nor story.  
 
From Transmedia Storytelling to Transmedia Fiction 
A narrative is not a prerequisite for a fictional world. Perhaps because Long borrows 
the logic of negative capability from narratology to a discipline denoted as storytelling, 
the shift of displacing the concept from narrative to fictional world goes overlooked. 
As Lisbeth Klastrup notes, there is a tendency to conflate the two terms, but: ”Fiction 
is a concept that describes an imaginary, "not-real" world, whereas narrative is a term 
that describes the presentation of a series of events” (Klastrup 2009). Klastrup discusses 
transmedial worlds and so the distinction and the use of the word ”world” should be 
read in that light. One could argue that fiction is simply that which is imaginary. 
However, that still does not change that fiction and narrative is not the same thing. 
The distinguishing feature is that a narrative projects a world, but is not the only thing 
that can do this. As such, one of the key elements of transmedia storytelling, 
worldbuilding, is not about story per se. That does not mean it is not relevant to 
transmedia storytelling. It does mean that the concept of narrative might not be the 
only way to explain the world-building aesthetic of transmedia storytelling. 
The point is that transmedia works of fiction are not based on storytelling. The goal is 
then, if we are to establish a logic of transmedia gameplay, to establish what might be 
transmedia in itself, without storytelling, preferably in a more useful way 
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than: ”Transmedia, used by itself, simply means "across media."” (Jenkins 2011). This 
will be done through Christy Dena's work with transmedia practice. 
 
A Definition of Transmedia 
 
”The theory of transmedia practice pivots on a key single trait: the employment of 
multiple distinct media, and environments” (Dena 2009:102). 
This is the definition of transmedia which I will be using. At first glance it seems quite 
simple, but it has some implications. To clarify this one needs to answer what distinct 
media and environments mean and how they can be part of a text, in a semiotic sense. 
Dena explains she ”invoked the term distinct media rather than media platforms to 
highlight the distinct nature of the media being referred to, but also to encompass a 
great variety of media such as bodies and projection light” (Dena 2009:82). The 
distinctness is used to ”differentiate these practices from multimedia within a media 
platform” (Dena 2009:29). Furthermore, encompassed in the concept is also the 
material experience of the media (Dena 2009). In this understanding the media are 
not put together at a material level, but rather perceived as belonging to the same 
unity. A central question is how these perceived connections occur. 
 
Another important point is, as Dena explains, that environments play an important 
role in transmedia practice. The term environment is invoked to explain that the 
environment of the end-point experience is considered to play a role in transmedia 
practice (Dena 2009). Whether you are sitting in a cinema, in your own home or in an 
abandoned factory building, this environment can play a part of the meaning making 
process.  
 
Another issue is how to talk of a transmedia work including all its content, without 
ambiguity in the wording. Jenkins uses the term storyworld, but as Dena notes: ”To 
label these practices as being either narrative or game phenomena, denies their 
complex modal character and corrupts the research process” (Dena 2009:20). Dena's 
suggestion goes as follows: ”In summary, the term fictional world is employed to 
denote the sum of all the content and expressive planes (all compositions) that are 
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constructed to adhere to the same internal logic” (Dena 2009:23). This is a more 
inclusive view on transmedia based on practice. When broadening the scope, it might 
be useful to establish distinctions between different forms of transmedia, something 
that both Dena and Long has done.  
 
Transmedia Characteristics 
Dena identifies two different kinds of transmedia. The distinction between these two 
are especially important since it places some characteristics, that for instance Jenkins 
would argue is for transmedia in general, within only one of the two. The distinction is 
between intercompositional and intracompositional transmedia phenomena. It is a way to 
show that ”some works are transmedia works themselves [intracompositional], while 
others can be transmedia because of the relations between works 
[intercompositional]” (Dena 2009:97).  
This makes it possible to distinguish between linking different monomedia works 
together in fictional worlds and linking fragments of one work together. A general rule 
in this regard is that in intracompositional phenomena, each part or fragment of the 
whole becomes smaller but the connection or dependency between them becomes 
greater (Dena 2009).  
An intracompositional work of transmedia can be a part of an intercompositional 
work as in the case of the alternate reality game The Beast, which was a part of the 
same fictional world as the film A.I.  
Henry Jenkins' transmedia research, and media studies in general, have 
predominantly been occupied with intercompositional phenomena. Jenkins has posed 
the question whether alternate reality games are transmedia (Jenkins 2011). They fall 
under intracompositional transmedia according to Dena. 
An example of the focus on intercompositional phenomena can be shown via Long's 
distinction between transmedia as hard, soft or chewy (Long 2007). The somewhat 
unscholarly wording aside, the point is as follows: Hard transmedia is that which is 
designed to be a transmedia experience from the beginning. Soft is that which 
becomes transmedia by expanding with more compositions after an initial 
composition has been created (and proven successful). The middle ground, chewy, is 
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when an initial mono-medium work is continued in a hard transmedia design. 
This distinction is impossible in an intracompositional work, since that is per 
definition transmedia from the beginning. The distinction does however serve to 
illustrate the fact that transmedia is sometimes an added feature, which might set 
certain limitations.  
Sometimes transmedia extensions can even be an added feature outside the control of 
the original creators as can be seen in fan culture. Therefore another useful distinction 
will in some cases be whether a part of a transmedia fiction is part of canon or not. 
The next question is to discuss what might be the traits of transmedia that operates 
regardless of story or game. What happens when distinct media and environments are 
used to create a fictional world and what points should we take into consideration 
when analyzing transmedia as story, and as gameplay? 
 
Transmedia is not only Digital 
Dena argues that digitization has replaced the authority of the medium. The field of 
digitization is huge. The aim here is not to investigate the digital. Here I will point out 
a few characteristics of  digital media that has been related to transmedia. 
Digitization is first of all the enabling condition of convergence. It allows the same 
content to flow though different platforms (Jenkins 2006). It also means that the means 
of production and distribution are more easily accessible, enabling more people to 
take part in these activities.  
Furthermore, as will be discussed later, the digital has given rise to the concept of 
virtual reality. Some transmedia fictions have experimented with inserting their 
fictional world into the ordinary world. As Denward explains, it became hard to read 
a lot of the texts of the transmedia fiction, Sanningen om Marika, in a fact/fiction 
dichotomy (Denward 2011). This is because in the digitized world, a very large part of 
what we perceive as reality, or the ordinary world, is mediated or remediated. In the 
digital world one medium can often be represented in another. In this way, it is easy 
to create a website that is part of a fiction. It is diegetic. But without clues, a user 
might not know. 
A thing to keep in mind is that digital is not the whole answer. As has been 
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documented earlier, neither participation in media nor transmedia as such is new. 
Besides, as hinted above, whether or not, something is experienced as transmedia is 
really a deciding factor, since transmedia resides in the connection between works or 
fragments a work. 
 
Interactivity and Reactivity 
Interactivity is one of the most used and 'abused' words when it comes to discussing 
new media. In one regard, all transmedia is interactive, but there are several 
distinctions to be made. First of all, it makes sense to discuss different levels, or kinds, 
of interactivity: 
 
Jensen has suggested the use of different categories of interactivity, to be capable of 
defining the nature of a system's interactivity more precisely. 1) Being able to select 
elements within a given number of segments of information, 2) being able to produce 
information 3) that can be shared with others, 4) the system being able to adapt to the 
choices of a user or even 5) respond to the choices of the user (Jensen, 1998). 
 
A Choose Your Own Adventure book, like a typical, static web 1.0 website is 
interactive in the sense that you can choose your path through premade pieces of 
content with a premade network of connections between them. Now, if the user was 
able to create content for the adventure, the game changes, and the system is on 
another level of interactivity. When discussing interactivity this shows us that it is 
necessary to be outspoken about in which way a system is interactive or perhaps even 
use a different word to describe the characteristic we wish to describe.  
Jenkins has suggested that a distinction should be made between participation and 
interactivity. To Jenkins, interactivity refers to how new technologies are able to 
respond to user actions, where the level of participation is determined by cultural and 
social protocols (Jenkins 2006). Jenkins also distinguishes between different levels of 
interactivity. An example of interactivity could both be how you can change the 
channel of your television and video games where you can act upon a simulated 
world. An example of participation could be how much the audience in a cinema 
tolerate conversation during a film screening. In this sense it is not so much defined by 
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the technology or material properties of a cinema as by cultural codes (Jenkins 2006). 
Given this view, participation is less under control of media producers since it cannot 
be (pre)structured by technological means. This distinction becomes especially 
important considering that transmedia fictions are perceived as connected rather than 
being materially connected via technology because of the distinct character of the 
media used. If someone receives a text message while watching a film in a cinema, 
that person has to deduce that the film and the message adheres to the same logic, is a 
part of the same fictional world. This can be hinted at by letting the sender identify 
herself as a character in the film for example. The premise for this model is that 
whatever content can be delivered to the person at will. When this is not possible, the 
perceived connections include both the realization that there is more content to be 
found and what to do to find it.  
Dena has an interpretation of a related phenomenon. She questions how an 
interactive system is upheld in non-computational and distinct media. She also 
proposes that a lot of transmedia fictions contain reactivity:  
 
”Reactivity is different to an “authored interactive narrative,” “where options are pre-
scripted” (Mateas and Stern 2000). While there are times when a practitioner surmises 
what a participant may do, the difference here is that there is a direct response to the 
input of a participant.” (Dena 2009:224) 
 
In a perfect state, reactivity is about the system being able to accept any input and 
respond accordingly. One approach to reactivity is algorithmic and technological. 
That is, an algorithm being able accept various different inputs and ”calculate” the 
correct response in a way that is as simple as when options are pre-scripted (Dena 
2009). But this does not work in non-computational systems, and besides, the 
technology is, at least at this point, quite limited. Dena likens current transmedia 
practices with how game masters of tabletop roleplaying manage their games. She 
argues that:  ”game masters “must be able to monitor the game, influence the game 
state, and be able to make decisions about how the game should progress” (ibid., 
225)” (Dena 2009:227). We will get back to how games work in transmedia context 
further on. Here the point I want to make is that there are elements that can be called 
participation or reactivity, that are not (necessarily) technological, and more generally 
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that one should be aware of how, or to what degree, something can be seen as 
interactive, participatory, and reactive.  
 
Combining Game and Story Modes 
Transmedia is not only about storytelling. Storytelling is a part of what transmedia 
can do. Game and story are to be considered modes, ”semiotic resources which allow 
the simultaneous realisation of discourses and types of (inter)action” (Kress & Van 
Leeuwen 2001:21). As Dena observes, many transmedia fictions makes use of both 
story and game modes both at intracompositional and intercompositional level (Dena 
2009). Some intercompositional transmedia fictions both have story-based and games 
based works in them, and some intracompositional ones make use of both story and 
game modes within them. However, as Dena writes: ”Many game theorists have 
explained that narrative and game modes are entirely different and do not easily 
translate across media (Juul 2001; Aarseth 2005; Eskelinen 2005)” (Dena 2009:154). 
By now, one of the central problems of this thesis should be apparent. Transmedia 
fiction uses both story and game modes. However, in some ways, story and game 
modes are simply not very compatible. This problem will be handled in depth further 
on, as will the concept of modes. 
 
Media and Environments as Signs 
The many possibilities arising from transmedia practice also means that it is not 
(necessarily) a given whether a transmedia fiction should be created through film, 
novels, comic books, theatre etc. As has already been established via Dena, the single 
medium no longer has the authority it once had. In other words, producers have to 
choose their media and this brings the consequences of these choices to the forefront: 
 
”Both the actual media and environments are semiotic resources practitioners can 
construct or activate to be a part of the meaning making process. This is why 
environments are an overt part of the definition of transmedia practice, and why the 
various implications of the employment of distinct media is explained” (Dena 2009:82). 
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There are of course limitations to practitioners' resources, which means that not every 
medium an environment is available. Still, this puts the choice of medium an 
environment to the foreground as they can be chosen more freely and used 
strategically for certain effect on semiosis. So not only should the choice of medium 
and mode and the consequences of these choices be important components in an 
analysis of transmedia fiction. The environments themselves can also be utilized as 
part of the meaning-making process. Both as specifically constructed spaces and in the 
situations where an everyday environment is used: 
 
”This interweaving of the everyday experience represents another type of semiotic 
environment: the activated one. That is, rather than constructing or partially 
constructing an environment, an existing one is appropriated as part of the meaning-
making process”   (Dena 2009:77). 
 
Traversal Design – Migratory Cues and Catalytic Allusions 
How do audiences decide where and when to migrate to a new part of a transmedia 
fiction and how can practitioners influence these decisions? Dena suggests two terms, 
migratory cues and catalytic allusions (Dena 2009). The second is a subcategory to the 
first. Migratory cue is a term borrowed from Marc Ruppel. Dena, however uses the 
term in a different way. Ruppels examples of migratory cues include ”one from The 
Matrix where the sachet of documents depicted as being posted in the anime short 
‘The Final Flight of Osiris,’ is retrieved by the players of the digital game Enter the 
Matrix and delivered by characters in an early scene of The Matrix Reloaded” (Dena 
2009:306). The point that Dena makes is that this is more an example of 
intertextuality than an actual migratory cue as you can only make the connection after 
you have experienced more than one part. In cases of intercompositional transmedia 
(especially those not designed for traversal), the most common thing is for migratory 
cues to be extra-diegetic, as in ”the end of the credits of The Matrix feature film, 
when the text “www.whatismatrix.com, password:steak” came on screen” (Dena 
2009:307).  However, Dena identifies a specific form of migratory cues – catalytic 
allusions – that are diegetic. An allusion is:  
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”a device for the simultaneous activation of two texts. The activation is achieved 
through the manipulation of a special sign: a sign (simple or complex) in a given text 
characterised by an additional larger “referent.” This referent is always an independent 
text.” (Ben-Porat 1976:107 in Dena 2009:309) 
 
In the case of a traditional allusion the reader is required to know both texts to 
understand it. A catalytic allusion provides access to the referent for the first time. It 
prompts a person to act (Dena 2009).  ”That is, the goal of the process is to direct a 
person towards the new composition in a diegetic manner, and in a manner that is 
congruent with activity in the actual world” (Dena 2009:310). In this way catalytic 
allusions can function as any other part of a text if they are not recognized. But they 
can also succeed and both be recognized and acted upon. An example of catalytic 
allusions could be a website mentioned in a film or a book that then leads to more 
content while never establishing themselves as fictitious.  
 
”Catalytic allusions enable activity in a manner that is congruent with normal 
communication (and it should be said, advertising rhetoric). The device facilitates the 
recentering of the actual world in the fictional world by aligning actual world catalysts 
with fictional world traversal” (Dena 2009:315). 
 
An obvious limitation of catalytic allusions are, that they have to adhere to the logic of 
the fictional world. In other words, it might be difficult to create catalytic allusions in a 
medieval setting. In a lot of cases, traversal design might not even be the desired 
method as practitioners ”may rely on the efforts of fans to piece all the elements 
together” (Dena 2009:307). 
Catalytic allusions have another function that will be discussed separately later. They 
can recenter the actual world with the fictional world. 
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Tiering 
 
”In what follows, therefore, I discuss how in projects that involve multiple 
compositions, practitioners are beginning to attend to the issue of distinct audiences 
with distinct content. I then discuss how in intracompositional transmedia practices 
such as telematic arts, pervasive games  and ubiquitous games, there is an attempt to 
address participants with varying skills and levels of engagement, facilitate social 
interaction, and address remote participants. These practices are illustrated through the 
notion of tiering.” (Dena 2009:239, my emphasis) 
 
Tiering is a method where a practitioner can address different kinds of audiences with 
the same transmedia fiction. Again it becomes important to distinguish between intra- 
and intercompositional  phenomena since the tiering practices vary. What is basically 
at stake is that not all parts of a transmedia fiction are experienced by any single 
person. It is of course a possibility in a lot of cases but as Dena points out, the more a 
project moves beyond the singular, the higher the likelihood that not every part of it is 
experienced (Dena 2009). Audiences have limited resources (time, money, skills), 
sometimes limited access, and also have specific preferences when it comes to media 
and arts. A way to handle this is via tiers in your work(s). Tiering essentially 
means: ”The addressing of different audiences with different content in different 
media and environments” (Dena 2009:239). Dena observes three different ways of 
tiering. The first takes place in both intra- and intercompositional transmedia while 
the latter two are seen predominantly in intracompositional phenomena. The first has 
to do with addressing different artistic and media preferences. Up first are 
intercompositional transmedia. Here, some compositions are not experienced, but the 
ones that are, are self-contained. The observation that the different compositions have 
to be self-contained is of course the first step towards addressing audiences according 
to this problem of non-singularity. But when addressing this problem, practitioners 
have used a technique that Dena likens to Seymour Chatman's concept of kernels and 
satellites in narratives. Kernels are the important parts of a narrative – the ones that 
cannot be deleted without destroying the narrative logic (Dena 2009). Dena then 
transposes this understanding to relations between compositions, to understand to 
what degree one composition is necessary to the understanding of others and to what 
degree they just expand the information on the fictional world. What has been done 
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in many intercompositional cases of transmedia is to expand the fiction with satellites 
– secondary information – to address different preferences in media or arts without 
creating problems to the understanding of the kernel(s). In other words, one or more 
central compositions are created in one medium while extensions in others are 
secondary – for example exploring backstory or minor characters.  
Addressing preferences and literacy in intracompositional transmedia works 
differently. Here, addressing audiences are focused on their different motivations to 
act, as the interactive quality requires action. In research in gaming, different kinds of 
player types have been suggested. A lot of different suggestions have been made of 
how to categorize these player types. This will be explored later. The important point 
is that different preferences in playing style can be seen, although most players show 
elements of more than one while playing a game. In transmedia, Dena suggests, it is 
possible to address these ”in a way that is materially distinct, distributed or 
fragmented across distinct media” (Dena 2009:247). Some alternate reality games 
have for example had puzzle-based entry points to parts of the game that focused on 
this, allowing players that enjoyed puzzles to engage with the game according to their 
preferences, without actually involving all players.  
The next way of tiering has to do with facilitation social interaction and cooperation. 
Through addressing only part of the audience (perhaps only one person) with 
information that is needed by others. In the example above, the puzzle-solvers could 
be provided with a piece of information that is needed by another group, the 
roleplayers. They might need a password to be able to access a specific chat room. ”In 
such works, familiarity with all the parts that make up this intracompositional 
transmedia project is not only difficult, it is contrary to the design of the project” 
(Dena 2009:251), since the goal is to create the need for social interaction. 
The last way of tiering is to address audiences in a way that brings remote participants 
together. This is done much in the same way as above, by dispersing information in a 
way that separated participants need each other. This facilitation of social interaction 
between remote participants can sometimes be a goal in itself. 
There are also examples if this kind of tiering being created by participants namely 
from ARGs. In works were participants are required to share information and 
collaborate, walkthroughs and summaries have for example been created (Dena, 
2008). In such a player-created tiering, the more dedicated participants become 
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content creators for the less dedicated. 
 
Summary – Transmedia Characteristics 
So what exactly is a transmedia experience? In this chapter, we have looked at 
transmedia first through a storytelling logic and next through the lens of Christy 
Dena's transmodal approach.  
The concept of transmedia storytelling is tied to the concepts of collective intelligence, 
participatory culture, and media convergence. As such it is an aesthetic that arises 
from these practices. Furthermore Jenkins has suggested seven principles of 
transmedia storytelling. More specifically, Long has suggested the term of catalytic 
allusions, hints towards the larger fictional world of a transmedia fiction as a specific 
aesthetic practice that supports traversal between media platforms. 
This is also where this thesis parts from the sole focus on storytelling in transmedia as I 
argue that the logic of transmedia storytelling has a tendency to conflate story and 
fiction. Transmedia fiction has both story and game elements. The defining feature 
is ”the employment of multiple distinct media, and environments” (Dena 2009:102).  
With Dena's transmodal approach follows the act of combining game and story modes 
in transmedia practice. Also Dena distinguishes between intra- and intercompositional 
transmedia, the difference being that some works are transmedia in themselves, while 
others are transmedia because several self-contained works across multiple media 
platforms are set within the same fictional world.  
Following Dena's line of research, transmedia has more salient features that are not 
necessarily connected to storytelling. First of all, transmedia practice is tied to digital 
affordances, specifically increased ease of distribution and production. The increased 
digitization of communication and media content also gives rise the concept of virtual 
reality and works of transmedia that have been hard to read in a fact/fiction 
dichotomy. Still, not all parts of a transmedia fiction have to be digital. 
This goes hand in hand with the next characteristic. Transmedia practice has been 
described as interactive, participatory, and in some cases reactive. The first is 
according to Jenkin's distinction a characteristic of a system providing feedback to the 
consumer and as such technological. The second is cultural and describes the way 
consumers' culture shape the level of participation in the production and distribution 
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of the products. The third term is Dena's and refer to the examples of transmedia 
practice where interactivity is upheld in non-digital environments via human game 
mastering similar to that of table-top roleplaying games, allowing for more diverse 
input and output. 
Another characteristic is that the media platforms and environments utilized are 
increasingly used strategically to add meaning. When content is not tied to a specific 
medium, the choice of medium and environment increases its potential as a semiotic 
resource, which means that medium and environment can (and should) be analyzed 
as signs. 
Traversal from one platform to another within a transmedia fiction is one of the 
central concerns of this thesis as I argue that, from a user's perspective, transmedia is 
defined via perceived connection between fragments. Here I argue via Dena, that 
intertextuality is not an adequate framework for understanding traversal as an 
intertextual reading requires knowledge of both texts. One technique that has already 
been described is migratory cues via negative capability. Dena suggests a specific kind 
of migratory cue that is diegetic. This is the catalytic allusion, which is an actionable 
item that is congruent with normal means of communication, such as a website or a 
phone number mentioned in a film. However, in current transmedia practice, most 
traversal design is not diegetic, and sometimes not even part of the work itself as in 
conventional advertising. Furthermore, some transmedia productions purposefully 
rely on their audience to gather the pieces. 
The last characteristic is tiering. It is especially important since it is sometimes 
overlooked in a story-focused approach. This is because transmedia storytelling as one 
of its defining features has extensions that contribute in a unique way to the 
storyworld. However, in tranmedia practice, extensions have also been used to 
provide the same content to a different segment of the audience with different 
preferences concerning for example medium or level of participation. These are the 
general characteristics of transmedia that I will investigate further.  
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Chapter 3 – Multimodality and 
Materiality in Transmedia 
 
Delving deeper into the theoretical implications of combining transmedia storytelling 
and gameplay, we begin with that which has the most significant implications on the 
epistemological standpoint of this thesis, multimodality. Here I will present how a 
multimodal understanding of semiosis and communication has consequences for 
analyzing transmedia practice and how it can serve as a tool for analyzing transmedia 
transmodally.  
 
This thesis places its general approach and epistemological standpoint within the 
realm of social semiotics and multimodality, specifically as proposed by Kress and 
Van Leeuwen 2001 and Kress 2003. The point is that:  
 
”Semiotics promises to provide categories which apply to representation and 
communication in all modes equally. At the same time, that semiotic theory will tell us 
that when we deal with a mode at a more specific level we need to use terms and 
descriptions which pertain to that specific mode” (Kress 2003:41). 
 
It provides a way to treat different media and modes by the same vocabulary, in other 
words, to be able to compare them. At the same time it allows us to use the concept of 
text very broadly for ”any instance of communication in any mode or in any 
combination of modes, whether recorded or not” (Kress 2003:48). And of course a 
text is comprised of signs, a sign being the product of the process of 
semiosis. ”Meaning is the result of (semiotic) work, whether as articulation in an 
outwardly made sign, as in writing, or as interpretation in the inwardly made sign, as 
in reading” (Kress 2003:37).  
Here I will however explain my use of a multimodal approach towards 
communication, and sign-making in particular. 
The emphasis is on recognizing that creating and interpreting signs, communicating, 
has a lot more to it than language, and that the dichotomy between form and content 
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has led to some of the resources for semiosis being disregarded.  
 
Four strata of semiotic resources 
Kress and Van Leeuwen define communication as ”a process in which a semiotic 
product or event is both articulated or produced and interpreted or used” (Kress & 
Van Leeuwen, 2001:20). 
The meaning-making of communication can be divided into four strata of semiotic 
resources. These are discourse, design, production and distribution. The first two 
practices can be said to belong to content while the latter belong to expression (Kress 
& Van Leeuwen 2001). The distinction between content and expression might be a bit 
muddled, since signification can be added in each part of the process. This is a bit 
counterintuitive to Saussure's notion of the arbitrary relation between signifier and the 
signified, where the meaning exists in the signified. The point is not to consider 
expression as the insignificant transportation of communication, but as adding 
something to the meaning-making.  
So, how do the different strata add significance to the communication process? Let us 
start with discourse. ”Discourses are socially constructed knowledges of (some aspect 
of) reality. By 'socially constructed' we mean they have been developed in specific 
social contexts, and in ways which are appropriate to the interests of social actors in 
these contexts (...)” (Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001:4).  
The understanding of discourse is inspired by Michel Foucault: ” (...)the social matter 
of 'what is at issue', ' what is being talked about'. Following the work of Michel 
Foucault, I call this discourse” (Kress 2003:47)”.  Discourses are semiotic resources 
because the sign-maker will (usually) have several discourses available for 
communication about a specific aspect of reality and because discourses can be 
realized in different genres, modes and media (Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001). 
The second strata is design. ”Designs are conceptualisations of the form of semiotic 
products and events” (Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001:21). The critical reader might 
object that design is a communicative event in its own right, and this is of course true 
in a lot of cases. Here it becomes relevant to consider that we are discussing practice, 
and that, in this regard, design is still ”separate from the actual material production of 
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the semiotic product or the actual material articulation of the semiotic event” (Kress & 
Van Leeuwen 2001:6). The playscript for Romeo and Juliet is not the play itself.  
As to how design adds to meaning-making, ”they realise the communication situation 
which changes socially constructed knowledge into social (inter-) action” (Kress & Van 
Leeuwen 2001:5). They formulate a (sometimes mixed) discourse, the particular 
interaction that the discourse is embedded in and how semiotic modes will be utilised 
(Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001). It is in design that mode, genre, script and, to a degree, 
medium moves into the foreground. However, only recognized modes, scripts and 
genres are available to the designer. Furthermore, it goes without saying that not 
every part of a semiotic product is described in its design.  
Production refers to ”the actual material articulation of the semiotic event or the 
actual material production of the semiotic artifact” (Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001:6). It 
utilizes ”material resources” and ”media” to create the semiotic product or event 
(Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001:66). Production can also be in the form of a prototype 
for later distribution or reproduction as in the case of a manuscript version of a book 
or to a certain degree a rehearsal for Romeo and Juliet. It does not simply realize 
designs but adds a layer of significance. Consider for example all the information 
(usually) not available in the written version of a speech: body in space, gesture, and 
facial expression to name a few. A lot of these are possible, although perhaps often not 
feasible, to include in design. Most people would consider what to wear for an 
important speech.  
Both the actual production and interpretation of production is physical. There is a 
materiality to production in the form of the media used and to interpretation of the 
production via the senses. This side of meaning-making is ignored when production is 
just viewed as a matter of realizing design (Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001). How does 
production add to meaning-making? It can be explained through the concepts of 
provenance and experiential meaning potential. The first can add meaning to 
material qualities depending on where they come from and the second on the basis of 
the bodily experience.  
Provenance is a way of signifying a discourse when a semiotic mode is not available to 
signify it. Provenance ”refers to the idea that signs may be 'imported' from one context 
(another era, social group, culture) into another, in order to signify ideas and values 
associated with that other context by those who do the importing (Kress & Van 
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Leeuwen 2001:23). The discourse signified is however not explicitly presented. You 
might say it is located in connotations, since the concept of provenance is inspired by 
Roland Barthes' concept of myth and connotation. Kress and Van Leeuwen uses 
Barthes' example of advertising for Italian food using a French knowledge of what is 
associated with Italy. In this case it is the colors of the Italian flag, tomato and pepper 
amongst other things. The reason why provenance is explained as a part of 
production, when one could argue that this is a feature of design is 
that ”communication via provenance is usually unsystematic and ad hoc, an invention 
of the moment, or part of a catalogue of past inventions which has never been 
systematized, and can therefore only be communicated as a list” (Kress & Van 
Leeuwen 2001:73).  
Experiential meaning potential is about that ”humans have the ability to match 
concepts with appropriate material signifiers on the basis of their physical experience 
of the relevant materials” (Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001:75). This basically means that 
we are able to link significance to material physical experiences as when something 
soft is tied to comfort or weakness. Whether softness denotes either one (or both) is of 
course dependent on context.  
The addition of signification in distribution can be explained as follows: 
 
”Speaking about 'distribution' semiotically means, in the first place, acknowledging that 
the technologies may be used in the service of preservation and transmission as well as 
in the service of transforming what is recorded or transmitted, of creating new 
representations and interactions, rather than extending the reach of existing ones. It 
also means acknowledging that this is not an either/or distinction but a sliding scale”  
(Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001:93) 
 
A key point is that even when something is faithfully recorded, part of the semiotic 
potential is lost. An example would be film's lack of sensory input beyond the 
audiovisual. However, the process goes from faithful recording through 
transformation to origination, the last being where production and distribution merge, 
and distribution does not exist as a separate layer as can be said of radio broadcasting.  
Distribution has two aspects, recording and transmitting, which are separated in 
principle but can occur together. Recording, or preservation, may move towards 
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developing a semiotic potential of its own within the realm of representation. 
Transmission can likewise develop its own semiotic potential, but does so within the 
realm of interaction (Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001). 
 
Context and Materiality 
Kress and Van Leuween focus on the parts of the semiotic process that they argue has 
been overlooked. As we have seen earlier, Dena argues that digitization has 
diminished the authority of the medium, but also shown how this opens up for using 
media and environments more consciously in transmedia creation. We have seen 
Krees propose similar argument about the dominance of the screen and its 
implications. As Kress and Van Leuween explain, ”experience is not abstract, ever. 
Experience is physical, physiological, even though it is of course culturally mediated 
through culturally given systems of evaluation” (Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001:27f). 
Just as a signifier has two kinds of meaning potential, one based on the interaction 
between its material and the senses and one based on the signifiers cultural history, so 
has a mode or medium (Kress & Van Leuween 2001). 
  
”Text is the result of social action, of work: it is work with representational resources 
which realise social matters. Two of these are crucial to my approach. First, the matter 
of the social relations of the participants in social events – who is involved, with what 
purposes, what roles, what power, in what environments. The expression of these social 
matters gives one kind of shape to the text, namely that of genre. Second, the social 
matter of 'what is at issue', 'what is being talked about'. Following the work of Michel 
Foucault, I call this discourse” (Kress 2003:47) 
 
The focus here is on the social side. Something that has not featured significantly in 
my presentation of a multimodal framework, since it is the material side that has 
received too little attention in monomodal theories. Therefore, this passage serves as a 
reminder of how a text is socially situated as are the perceived affordances of semiotic 
mode and media. That is, while a semiotic product is always material, our social and 
cultural context decide which affordances we perceive. However, this is something not 
estranged from communication studies, while other implications of multimodality, 
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namely materiality might have been underestimated. 
A key point Kress and Van Leeuwen makes is thus not to ignore meaning potential. 
To them, the meaning potential found in materiality has been sidetracked by the 
Saussurian arbitrary relationship between signifier and signified. The meaning 
potential of different modes media and materialities becomes increasingly important 
in multimodal compositions. It allows us to look for meaning, not only beyond 
language, but beyond formalized grammar and beyond discourse and design. We can 
discuss why for example a comic book was chosen for a specific part of an 
intercompositional work of transmedia fiction instead of a cartoon – or instead of a 
board game – and what that means for . We can discuss if modes and media are 
hierarchically organized or not.  
 
Summary – A multimodal approach 
The central point of using a multimodal framework is that it ”apply to representation 
and communication in all modes equally” (Kress 2003:41). It allows us to treat the 
multimodal works of transmedia above the level of either gameplay or storytelling, 
while at the same time stating that the specific modes add their own meaning 
potential to semiosis. In other words, we have a common language for comparing 
story and game elements of Pandemic 1.0.  
We have seen that meaning-making and the semiotic resources tied to it can be 
divided into four strata; discourse, design, production and distribution. A vital point is 
that new meaning-potential is added at every stage. 
Discourse is socially constructed knowledge about some aspect of reality. It is 
however, vital to understand that the sign-maker will typically have several discourses 
available about a given aspect, making these choices interesting to investigate,  
Designs formulate discourses, the interaction they are embedded in, which semiotic 
modes are used, and how to use them. Not every part of a semiotic product is 
described in its design. 
In the production the semiotic event or artifact is articulated or produced in a 
material sense. Production does not simply realize design but adds meaning via 
provenance and experiential meaning potential as described above.  
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Distribution has to aspects, recording and transmission. However, in every recording, 
something is lost or altered, and distribution exists on a scale from faithful recording 
via transformation towards origination, where distribution and production merge. 
Transmission may also affect meaning-making but does so via offering different kinds 
of interaction. 
Finally, as one of the most important overall points from this multimodal framework, 
it is explained how materiality can contribute to semiosis, and how these contributions 
should not be ignored.  
 
Digital materiality 
Both Kress and Van Leeuwen, Jenkins, Dena and many others suggest digitization as 
a key enabling factor in the shift they describe in our relationship with the media and 
modes we use. The digital, it seems, play a key role in the shift towards transmedia, 
and certainly in Pandemic 1.0. Based on what we have learned from multimodality, let 
us then investigate digital materiality. 
To talk of digital materiality might seem counterintuitive. However, this position 
neglects the fact the digital is physical, i.e., it is governed by the same laws as the rest 
of our universe, although it is not as tangible as a book. Furthermore, as we have 
already established, a medium is always material. Janet H. Murray approaches the 
digital as a medium and likens the process to that of ”collectively invented the 
medium of film” and ”the key to this development was seizing on the unique physical 
properties of film” (Murray 1997:66). This approach does not presuppose that the, in 
Kress and Van Leeuwen’s term, scripts and grammar of the medium is inherent to the 
materiality of it, as ”collectively invented” indicates. What Murray does argue is: ”if 
we want to see beyond the current horizon of scrapbook multimedia, it is important to 
first identify the essential properties of digital environments, (…)  (Murray 1997:68). 
Murray suggests four key essential properties. However, two precautions before we 
delve into Murray's understanding of the digital. The first is Murray's focus on 
storytelling. Murrays declared goal is to explore the digital as a medium for 
storytelling (Murray 1997). I would argue that she overemphasizes narrative over 
game, though both she and scholars critical of her position, for instance Jesper Juul, 
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moderate their positions (Murray 2005). An example of this overemphasis can be 
found in Murray's analysis of the adventure gam Zork: ”The computer screen is 
displaying a story that is also a place” (Murray 1997:82). This means that some of her 
observations might be framed by theory on narratives, where it is not adequate 
according to the position of this thesis. Despite this discrepancy between Murray's 
observations and an approach oriented towards ludology (see Juul 2005, and Salen & 
Zimmerman 2004), her observations still propose a suggestion for thinking about 
narrative possibilities in these kinds of multicursal, dynamic texts, which makes it an 
important contribution to the theoretical foundation of this thesis. 
The second is just that she is not necessarily using the same distinction between 
medium and mode as Kress and Van Leeuwen's which this thesis uses. So when her 
observations are applied to Pandemic 1.0, they will be applied according to my placing 
of them in the multimodal framework, especially with concern to the distinction 
between medium and mode.  
 
Digital Materiality on the Holodeck 
”Digital environments are procedural, participatory, spatial, and encyclopedic” 
(Murray 1997:71). The first two properties have to do with that we have (somewhat 
vaguely) named interactivity and the last two support what Murray names immersion.  
Procedurality has to do with digital environments' ”defining ability to execute a series 
of rules” (Murray 1997:71). The computer makes it possible to create a system of 
rules. In this way, the computer is not ”a pathway but an engine” (Murray 1997:71). A 
procedural environment can treat input A with response B. It is an engine capable of 
generating ”rule-based behavior” (Murray 1997:74).  
The participatory property is related, as the overarching term interactivity might 
suggest. The point of the participatory property is that we can induce these rule-based 
behaviors. The computer responds to our input. Procedurality and participatory traits 
together is what is most often meant when we say interactive according to Murray. 
And what is this interactivity essentially? As Murray puts it: (...) the primary 
representational property of the computer is the codified rendering of responsive 
behaviors (Murray 1997:74).  
The third property is spatiality. ”Linear media such as books and films can portray 
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space, either by verbal description or image, but only digital environments can present 
space that we can move through” (Murray 1997:79). This space is not dependent on 
image according to Murray since ”[t]he computer's spatial quality is created through 
the interactive process of navigation (Murray 1997:80).  
The last property, the encyclopedic quality, is ”more a difference of degree than kind. 
Computers are the most capacious medium ever invented, promising infinite 
resources (Murray 1997:83). In other words, the ability to represent in digital form has 
significantly increased the amount of information we can store, and has made it much 
easier to retrieve again. 
 
Cybertext 
While Murray's description of the digital as a storytelling medium provides some key 
characteristics of digital works of art, these characteristics can also be seen in non-
digital works of art. For example, the image is spatial (Kress 2003). I would argue that 
all of Murray's characteristics are valid observations, but gives a slightly skewered 
focus on the digital. The characteristics should not be seen as something inherently 
digital. Murray explains that her last characteristic, the encyclopedic function 
is ”more a difference of degree than kind” (Murray 1997:83). I would argue that all 
four are differences in degree more than kind. Murray is not discussing what is unique 
about the digital, but perhaps, what it is particularly good at (when it comes to 
storytelling).  
This deserves further explanation. My argument that image is spatial might not 
suffice, since Murray's point is that computers are able to represent space that we can 
move through. My argument only questions this specific view of spatiality. Still, I 
would argue that as a function of a semiotic resource there is significant overlap 
between space that you can only move through via your imagination, and represented 
space you move through via physical input to a procedural system. Our bodily, 
physical experience and our imaginations of the same kind of experiences are quite 
similar in a lot of ways (Lieberoth 2007). That is, they activate the same centers in our 
brain. That is not to say that they are the same. But it does show that portraying space 
is not that far away from digitally representing (three-dimensional) space. They both 
seem to be representations of space. Going towards the opposite end of the spectrum, 
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it can be argued that Murray's understanding of spatiality holds a problematic 
premise of what is coded or uncoded, representational, simulational or simply 
presentational. Kress and Van Leeuwen, for example, argue that a house is a means 
of communication, a sign (Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001). This shows that we are 
perfectly able to design and create artificial physical space, at least in the sense 
Murray is suggesting i.e., a representation of space in a fictional world. This can be 
seen in larp, live action roleplay, when elaborate settings are constructed to adhere to 
some fictional world. To further question Murray, we go to her discussion of larp. 
According to Murray, larp is very participatory (Murray 1997). Larp is however not 
digital and not even technological as such. If larp is more participatory than so many 
other things, are we not talking about a difference of degree rather than kind? And are 
we discussing whether the medium is participatory in itself, like Murray does in her 
description of the characteristic? Murray is not consistent in her notion of a 
participatory medium. And as Ekström et al. have demonstrated, at lot of different 
mediums can be considered participatory (Ekström et al. 2011). 
I would argue that when Murray's characteristics are viewed in a multimodal 
perspective, they become problematic.  They serve to highlight some characteristics 
that digital media can be particularly good at. But not something that is inherent to 
everything digital or for that matter exclusive to non-digital environments. 
Furthermore they are very focused on storytelling while neglecting games. Assigning 
these characteristics to all things digital is in any case not a fruitful path forward. They 
are, however, an essential part of the transmedia palette.  
An important lesson here is of course an awareness of the procedural, participatory, 
spatial, and encyclopedic potential of digital environments. However, another 
important lesson is that even though our digital and networked society might explain 
how it is easier to participate in the creation and distribution of media content, thus 
creating fertile ground for transmedia fiction, it does not provide us with a set of 
characteristics that can serve to explain the materiality of transmedia practice. Such a 
framework has to be broader and more flexible. 
Furthermore, Murray's work focuses on storytelling, and does not meet the demand to 
be able to treat game and story modes equally. 
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Cybertext Aesthetics 
Why is this important? Because not everything in a transmedia composition is 
necessarily digital or story-driven, as Dena has shown. Even in the works that are, 
Murray's characteristics are not guaranteed in the actual work. To move a bit closer 
to an understanding of what differences and similarities between the new and old 
forms Murray are discussing, without viewing the digital as the automatic occurrence 
of a fundamental difference, I propose Espens Aarseth's concept of cyborg aesthetics. 
Where, if anywhere, is there a difference of kind? My delving into the specific 
aesthetics of transmedia gameplay begins with Espen Aaseth's cyborg aesthetics of 
cybertext and ergodic literature.  
The term cybertext is derived from the concept of cybernetics, which is concerned 
with any system with an information feedback loop (Aarseth 1997). ”During the 
cybertextual process, the user will have effectuated a semiotic sequence, and this 
selective movement is a work of physical construction that the various concepts 
of ”reading” do not account for” (Aarseth 1997:1). This is essentially what Aaseth 
names an ergodic process. When literature is ergodic; extranoematic, nontrivial work 
is required to traverse the text distinguishing it from the work of interpretation in 
reader-response theories thus allowing a shift from looking at what is being read to 
what is being read from (Aarseth 1997). The distinction is important as it allows us to 
distinguish between traditional unicursal text as in (most) novels and multicursal texts 
as in adventure games, (most) hypertexts and the like. There is a difference between a 
text being open in the sense that it allows for a wide range of interpretations, and thus 
different readings in the sense of interpretation – and a text manifesting different 
physical expressions at different readings. Aarseth purposefully uses other terms 
than ”nonlinear” and ”interactive” to describe his characteristics. This is to avoid the 
counterproductive notion that all texts are linear and interactive because of the way 
they are read. This understanding is typically to Wolfgang Iser's theoretical likening of 
the interaction between humans with that of reader and text (Iser 1978).  
 
A typology af traversal functions 
Of particular interest is Aarseth's typology of textual communication, giving us a 
vocabulary to discuss a wide range of textual qualities not dependent on medium or 
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narrative. It should be noted then, that the typology does not account for physical 
differences such as paper or screen, but is focused on the relation between text and 
reader. Using In this view, the text is an interplay between three elements: texton, 
scipton and traversal function. Scriptons are units of text as they appear to an ideal 
reader, textons are units as they exist in the text and traversal function as ”the 
mechanism by which scriptons are revealed or generated from textons and presented 
to the user of the text. (…) The following variables allow us to describe any text 
according to their mode of traversal:” (Aarseth 1997:62). Aarseth provides a schema 
for his typology of traversal functions. 
Variable Possible Value 
Dynamics Static, IDT, TDT 
Determinability Determinable, indeterminable 
Transiency Transient, intransient 
Perspective Personal, impersonal 
Access Random, controlled 
Linking Explicit, conditional, none 
User function Explorative, configurative, interpretative, textonic 
 '(Aarseth 1997:65, my layout) 
 
I will briefly go through these concepts. Concerning dynamics, a text is static if the 
scriptons are constant, has intratextonic dynamics if the contents of scriptons might 
change, but textons cannot and has textonic dynamics if textons might vary as well 
(Aarseth 1997). By these terms, a typical novel is static, a typical video game has IDT 
and a MUD (multi-user dungeon) has TDT. 
A text is determinable if adjacent scriptons to each scripton are always the same and 
indeterminable if they are not, i.e. if some kind of randomizing function makes the 
result unpredictable (Aarseth 1997). A transient text causes scriptons to appear just by 
passing time while an intransient does not (Aarseth 1997). A text with a personal 
perspective requires a user to ”play a strategic role as a character in the world 
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described by the text” (Aarseth 1997:63). If all scriptons of a text are available at all 
times, the text has random access and if not, it is controlled. A book has random 
access while a hypertext (without a search function) does not (Aarseth 1997). 
Concerning linking, texts ”may be organized by explicit links for the user to follow, 
conditional links that can only be followed if certain conditions are met, or by none of 
these (no links)” (Aarseth 1997:64). Of the user functions, one is always present, 
namely the interpretative. Besides the interpretative, an explorative function means 
the user has to decide which path to take, the configurative means that the user can 
choose or create scriptons while a textonic user function means that the user can add 
textons or traversal functions (Aarseth 1997).  
As Aarseth himself notes, it is perfectly possible to deconstruct his terminology. Is a 
hypertext no longer static if you hack it? How about writing notes on the pages of the 
novel you are reading? Certainly, if you break the rules, it is very difficult to uphold a 
useable understanding of many of these kinds of texts. However, this only shows that 
so called older forms of textual representation are just as bound by rules and 
conventions as in the newer ones which has more formalized rules as they deviate 
from standard unicursal expectations of texts. The distinction between texton and 
scripton is also somewhat fragile, as it can be argued that there is no text without its 
actualization, again often attributed to Iser. This misses the distinction between what 
is being read, and what is being read from, and does not change the fact that these are 
valuable variations when we have to describe the vast possibilities of transmedia 
fiction with a common vocabulary. Especially the concept of a traversal function is 
relevant to this thesis and the field of transmedia fiction. 
 
Cyborg Aesthetics towards gameplay 
The cybertext user is more akin to a player than a reader and the cybertext is more 
akin to a game than a narrative (Aaseth 1997). However, this does not mean that 
cybertexts have nothing to do with narratives:  
“To claim that there is no difference between games and narratives is to ignore 
essential qualities of both categories. And yet, as this study tries to show, the difference 
is not clear-cut, and there is significant overlap between the two.” (Aarseth 1997:5). 
This overlap can for example be seen when Aarseth looks at ergodics and narrative in 
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texts:  
 
“Narratives have two levels, description and narration. A game such as football has one 
level, the ergodic. A video game (e.g., Atari's Pac-Man) has description (the screen 
icons) and ergodics (the forced succession of events) but not narration (…). A hypertext 
such as Afternoon has all three: description (“Her face was a mirror”), narration (“I call 
Lolly”), and ergodics (the readers choices).” (Aarseth 1997:95) 
 
This is admittedly a jump forward in Aarseth's line of investigation of cybertext. I will 
not go into the string of arguments for why cybertext points beyond narrative here. 
One reason for this leap is to conserve space, but mainly it is because a discussion on 
the topic directly related to transmedial storytelling and gameplay comes later, when 
we have a concrete investigation of Pandemic 1.0 to discuss from. For now I would 
argue that Aarseth's cybertextuality have shown that our notion of textuality should be 
adjusted to account for other kinds of textual structures than the unicursal narrative. I 
will let him have the final word on this himself: 
 
“To achieve interesting and worthwhile computer-generated literature, it is necessary to 
dispose of the poetics of narrative literature and to use the computer's potential for 
combination and world simulation in order to develop new genres that can be valued 
and used on their own terms. Instead of trying to create a surrogate author, efforts in 
computer-generated literature should focus on the computer as a literary instrument: a 
machine for cybertext and ergodic literature. As we have seen in previous chapters, the 
computer as a literary agent ultimately points beyond narrative and toward ergodic 
modes – dialogic forms of improvisation and free play between the cyborgs that today's 
literate computer users (and their programs) have become.” (Aarseth 1997:141) 
 
Summary – Cybertext 
Cybertext moves from looking at what is being read to what is being read from, 
allowing us to better understand texts with an information feedback loop – ergodic 
texts that require nontrivial, extranoematic work. When looking at the relationship 
between text and reader, Aaseth shows us that texts can take a great many different 
forms. His typology of traversal functions gives a framework for understanding the 
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plasticity of transmedia practice from a formalistic perspective. All these different 
modes of traversal are potentially available to transmedia practitioners. His research 
also points to common ground between games and stories, expanding the vocabulary 
useable for comparing stories and games that is at our disposal.  
 
Textuality Inside and Outside the Work 
Aarseth's cybertextuality describe textuality within texts. Not in the sense that he does 
not account for a reader. However, Aarseth's framework does not account for the 
parts of a text that are one the border of the work. As we have seen, transmedia fiction 
has relied on texts that are not part of the work in a rigid understanding of the 
concept. But as the same work can be shared, copied, adapted and transformed and 
these practices are being pushed into the foreground of media, perhaps our rigid 
notion of the work of art is in trouble. In the case of transmedia fiction, it becomes 
even more difficult to ascertain what belongs to the work and what does not. To 
complement Aarseth's cybertextuality, I would argue that it is necessary to be able to 
account for the areas of a text. To do this, I proposed Gerard Genette's concept of the 
paratext. One could argue that his writings on intertextuality would be more relevant, 
but that would be a misunderstanding for two reasons. The first is quite simply that 
intersexuality and transmedia practice have already met in the work of Christy Dena. 
I would also argue that a basic premise of intertextuality makes it less useful in regards 
to this thesis. Intertextuality is based on a reading of both sides of an intertextual 
connection. You have to know both texts to create or interpret an intertextual sign. 
When we are discussing transmedia fiction, the big question is just as much how the 
connections are made as how they behave once they are made. Intertextuality does 
not explain traversal between works and Aarseths traversal functions only explain 
traversal tied to the work itself. Perhaps Genette's widening of the scope can help here. 
 
Paratextuality 
Given the significant part of this thesis spent on developing a framework that spans 
modes, media and different kinds of textuality, now is a time to be careful as Genette's 
work on paratexts is concerned with the book. But his investigation is concerned with 
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how a text is turned into a book. His paratexts are not a coherent unit but rather 
delineated via a ”convergence of effect” (Genette 1998:2) and can be described as 
follows:  
 
"a zone between text and off-text, a zone not only of transition but also of transaction: a 
privileged place of pragmatics and a strategy, of an influence on the public, an 
influence that – whether well or poorly understood and achieved – is at the service of a 
better reception for the text and a more pertinent reading of it" (Genette 1998:2) 
 
Paratext is not a strictly delineated category as the description shows. There is no 
clear line between work, paratext and that which is beyond. Neither is there (or 
should there be) a rigorous typology of effects that can constitute paratexts. This 
becomes especially apparent when Genette notes some of the limitations of his work:  
 
”but we must at least bear in mind the paratextual value that may be vested in other 
types of manifestation: these may be iconic (illlustrations), material (for example, 
everything that originates in the making of a book), or purely factual.” (Genette 1998:7) 
 
Indeed Genette himself notes that ”in principle, every context is a paratext” (Genette 
1998:7) and that ”[t]he functions of the paratext therefore constitute a highly 
empirical and highly diversified object that must be brought into focus inductively, 
genre by genre, and often species by species” (Genette 1998:13) There are of course 
distinctions and categorizations made like the distinction between official and 
unofficial, thematic and rhematic. In fact there are too many to engage in a full list 
here, especially since a lot of Genettes work is concretely related to the book. From 
Genette, I will take three things.  The first is the concept of paratext itself. Transmedia 
fiction has the problem of what one could call being a work on two levels. There is 
both the chunks, fragments of the whole but often designed and experienced as self-
contained; and the fiction as a whole. Furthermore, the connections are not always a 
part of the chunks themselves. Paratextuality provides and understanding of those part 
of the larger whole that might seem as between fragments. The second is the general 
method for defining them: 
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”defining a paratextual element consists of determining its location (the question where?); 
the date of its appearance and, if need be, its disappearance (when?); its mode of 
existence, verbal or other (how?); the characteristics of its situation of communication – 
its sender and addressee (from whom? to whom?); and the functions its message aims to 
fulfill (to do what?)” (Genette 1998:4)  
 
The third is the specific focus on functionality. Paratexts all serve a 
function: ”Whatever aesthetic intention may come into play as well, the main issue for 
the paratext is not to ”look nice” around the text but rather to ensure for the text a 
destiny consistent with the author's purpose” (Genette 1998:407). There is a degree of 
intentionality assigned to the work in this regard, but as Genette himself notes, the 
author's understanding of his work is part of what creates a paratext regardless of said 
authors genius or stupidity. Besides, the focus on function does not become less 
important when it is possible to create cybertexts in distinct media and the possible 
functions of a paratext can be said to expand. 
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Chapter 4 – Gameplay Aesthetics 
 
This chapter is about the game mode. Here I will give an overview of the complexity 
of gameplay aesthetics. I will explain concepts central to understanding gameplay to 
highlight the differences  between game and story specifically in regards to aesthetics, 
but also return to the concept of fictional worlds as a lot of games, and Pandemic 1.0, 
take place in one. Finally, I will move on to look at some of the experimental game 
genres that Dena includes in her understanding of transmedia practice and investigate 
their aesthetic practices 
 
Fundamentals of gameplay 
What is a game? Consider these two definitions: 
 
”A game is a system in which players engage in an artificial conflict, defined by rules, 
that results in a quantifiable outcome” (Salen & Zimmerman 2004:80) 
 
”A game a rule-based system with a variable and quantifiable outcome, where different 
outcomes are assigned different values, the player exerts effort in order to influence the 
outcome, the player feels emotionally attached to the outcome, and the consequences of 
the activity are negotiable” (Juul 2005:36). 
 
These are of course only two out of many possible definitions each perhaps 
emphasizing different characteristics. It should be mentioned that these two 
definitions are relatively similar, compared to the definitions that could have been 
chosen. The reason for this is that both definitions are based on  an analysis of many 
different definitions of game and play, where the characteristics emphasized in each 
definition are taken into account. Still they both focus on games as systems, and are in 
this sense both formalistic definitions. Rules and system have central places in both 
definitions. A system is ”a set of parts that interrelate to form a complex whole” (Salen 
& Zimmerman 2004:55) Instead of defining rules in the same fashion, Salen and 
Zimmerman suggest looking at what is specific about rules in games. They suggest 
that games limit player action, are explicit and unambiguous, shared by all players, 
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fixed, binding and repeatable (Salen & Zimmerman 2004). Here it is important to 
note that rules not only limit action but at the same time designate certain actions as 
meaningful within the game. Rules provide affordances within the frame of the game 
(Juul 2005).   
These actions are meaningful because the rules provide the frame that the player can 
move within to reach the desired outcome. An important note here is that (most) 
games are complex systems that show emergent behavior, that is, they are 
unpredictable and can have a very wide space of possibility for player action (Salen & 
Zimmerman 2004). This can also be connected to the relationship between computers 
and games: 
 
”Why is there an affinity between computers and games? Because games are a 
transmedial phenomenon, and the material support needed to play a game (like the 
projector and the screen in cinema) is immaterial, since games are not tied to a specific 
set of material devices, but to the processing of rules” (Juul 2005:52f). 
 
Games are not new, in fact they are very old. But rules have typically been processed 
by the human mind and the laws of nature. Computers allow us to process much 
more complicated rules (Juul 2005). 
A quick note here is also that we are discussing formal (or stated) rules. The rules in 
the instruction manual of a board game. The rules that players follow. This is what is 
called operational rules. There are also constitutive rules, the abstract mathematical 
rules; and implicit rules, unstated etiquette (Salen & Zimmerman 2004). 
A focus on the formal system of a game is not the whole picture. Games are both 
objects and activities (Salen & Zimmerman 2004, Juul 2005). Looking at games as 
systems of rules means looking at them as objects. But a lot of what games are about is 
not described in the rules of a game. Furthermore, because games create emergent 
behavior, rules do not allow us to predict the activity of gameplay. We can however 
see what creates gameplay: 
 
”Gameplay therefore results from the interaction between three different things 
1. The rules of the game-space. 
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2. The player(s)' pursuit of the goal. The player seeks strategies that work due to 
the emergent properties of the game. 
3. The player's competence and repertoire of strategies and playing methods.” 
(Juul 2005:90f) 
 
 
The Magic Circle 
To explain what gameplay, and especially game-space, is, the concept of the magic 
circle helps: 
 
”The magic circle of a game is the space within which the game takes place. Whereas 
more informal forms of play do not have a distinct boundary, the formalized nature of 
games makes the magic circle explicit”. (Salen & Zimmerman 2004:99) 
 
Within the space and time of the magic circle the rules of the game apply. Stepping 
into the magic circle means accepting the rules of the game. This is what Bernard 
Suits called the lusory attitude, a mental state of acceptance of the limitation of the 
rules (Salen & Zimmerman 2004). You don't use stilts in basketball, and in chess your 
pawn cannot move like the queen. In games where the rules are processed by the 
human mind there can of course occur problems where different players do not agree 
upon the rules but in these situations, the game will typically pause, as the rules of 
games are shared by all players. The magic circle is thus not about space or time as 
such. It is the mental  (and sometimes physical) manifestation of the delineation 
between that which participants define as part of the game, and that which they do 
not include, sometimes clearly marked, and sometimes primarily metaphorical.  
Outside of the magic circle, the world is ordinary again. The magic circle as a 
theoretical concept have been criticized for treating a game as separate from the 
ordinary world as games are real lived experiences. Eric Zimmerman has replied to 
this critique: 
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”The argument goes something like this: the idea of magic circle is the idea that games 
are formal structures wholly and completely separate from ordinary life. The magic 
circle naively champions the preexisting rules of a game, and ignores the fact that 
games are lived experiences, that games are actually played by human beings in some 
kind of real social and cultural context. (…) The magic circle, as put forward in Rules of 
Play, is the relatively simple idea that when a game is being played, new meanings are 
generated. These meanings mix elements intrinsic to the game and elements outside the 
game.” (Zimmerman 2012) 
 
The magic circle is not separate from reality as the quote clearly states. The point is 
that the magic circle is a specific context for interpretation, a context where rules can 
be defined and redefined. This even goes for social rules leveraging what is called 
forbidden play (Salen & Zimmerman 2004). Boxing and the infamous Twister are 
both examples of games allowing actions that would not be accepted outside the 
frame of a game. At its most basic, the magic circle is about accepting the premise of a 
game and reflexively separating game from non-game.  
Meaningful play 
Meaningful play is the central guiding concept in Salen and Zimmerman's work on 
game design. It exists both as a descriptive and a evaluative definition. The descriptive 
goes as follows: 
 
”Meaningful play in a game emerges from the relationship between player action and 
system outcome; it is the process by which a player takes action within the designed 
system of a game and the system responds to the action. The meaning of an action in a 
game resides in the relationship between action and outcome” (Salen & Zimmerman 
2004:34). 
 
In this sense all games create meaningful play since every action possible within the 
system creates an outcome. But some gameplay is more meaningful than other. This 
refers to the evaluative definition of meaningful play: 
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”Meaningful play occurs when the relationships between action and outcome in a game 
are both discernable and integrated into the larger context of the game. Creating 
meaningful play is the goal of successful game design” (Salen & Zimmerman 2004:34)  
 
Discernable means that the outcome of an action is clearly communicated while 
integrated means that the action and its outcome affect the rest of the game (Salen & 
Zimmerman 2004). This is the very core of what a game is supposed to provide. How 
exactly to make meaningful play happen in the evaluative sense is a complicated 
question as the complex interaction between the elements of gameplay should 
indicate. There have naturally been given a number of suggestions for the pleasure of 
gameplay. Juul notes that ” [t]he investment of player effort tends to lead to an 
attachment of the player to the outcome, since the investment of energy into the game 
makes the player (partly) responsible for the outcome” (Juul 2005:40). This is probably 
true – but an auxillary factor – something Juul himself notes.  
The pleasure of games can be divided into extrinsic and intrinsic features (Salen & 
Zimmerman 2004). The extrinsic are not as such related to the activity of gameplay 
itself but to that which is outside the magic circle. However, inside the magic circle, 
games make their own meaning. Winning a game can mean a lot within the game 
logic and very little once the magic circle is suspended. In fact gameplay can be 
describes as ”strongly autotelic” meaning that gameplay is its own reward (Salen & 
Zimmerman 2004:332). This is what people are talking about when they say that 
games are supposed to be fun. It does not provide an explanation for the pleasure of 
gameplay.  However, on a more practical level games that do not provide this kind of 
intrinsic reward will not be played for very long, unless very strong extrinsic 
motivation exists. The question of pleasure is thus especially important for gameplay, 
and as complicated as always. Indeed, pleasure might even be a misleading word if it 
is not recognized that we humans can experience pleasure in many ways. 
One of the most compelling frameworks for pleasure in games is challenge and 
especially  Csikszentmihalyi's concept of flow as is in many ways explains the process 
of playing a game where difficulty of the challenge and player skill are well matched 
(Juul 2005, Salen & Zimmerman 2004). This becomes fairly apparent when the 
experience of flow is described: 
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”First, the experience usually occurs when we confront tasks we have a chance of 
completing. Second, we must be able to concentrate on what we are doing. Third and 
fourth, the concentration is usually possible because the task undertaken has clear goals 
and provides immediate feedback. Fifth, one acts with a deep but effortless involvement 
that removes from awareness the worries and frustrations of everyday life. Sixth, 
enjoyable experiences allow people to exercise a sense of control over their actions. 
Seventh, concerns for the self disappear, yet paradoxically, the sense of self emerges 
stronger after the flow experience is over. Finally, the sense of the duration of time is 
altered; hours pass by like minutes, and minutes can stretch out to seem like hours.” 
(Csikszentmihalyi in Salen & Zimmerman 2004:337) 
 
Flow is of course not the whole answer to pleasure in gameplay. Just to begin with, 
flow is not specific for gameplay but has been experienced in a lot of different 
activities (Salen & Zimmerman 2004). Furthermore, a lot of very unchallenging 
obstacle have been observed to create pleasure in gameplay (Juul 2005). 
A more flexible way of discussing enjoyment in games are the different taxonomies of 
types of players, especially if one does not assume, as Richard Bartle's (1996) classic 
model has been criticized of, that a player is mainly motivated by experiences 
associated with a single player type (Yee 2005). If one sees the player types as different 
experiences made possible by gameplay, where different motivations can supplement 
each other, then they become more applicable to the muddled field of practice. Thus 
Nicole Lazzaro's taxonomy, partly inspired by Bartle's taxonomy, names four kinds of 
fun in games, hard fun, easy fun, serious fun, and people fun, stressing that most 
players shift between different kinds of fun during play (Lazzaro 2009). Another 
problem with these taxonomies is described in the work with the Playful Experience 
framework, as the authors note that their 19 categories of playful experiences came 
very close to being simply human experiences:  
 
”It is in fact difficult to come up with an experience that could not be experienced (in 
some form) as a part of play. Indeed, the question remains: Are “playful experiences” 
any more finite than the group of “human experiences”? (Korhonen, Montola & 
Arrasvuori 2009:283). 
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They are concerned with the possible range of playful experiences, and not all playful 
experiences are games. Still, it is perhaps not surprising that there is no final well-
defined formula for pleasurable gameplay, just as there is none for literature, film or 
music. Neither then should it be surprising that motivation and pleasure in 
(transmedia) gameplay is at least as complex as the aforementioned arts. 
 
Game fiction and story 
”[T]he actions that we perform have the duality of being real events and being assigned 
another meaning in a fictional world” (Juul 2005:141). This sentence points back to the 
concept of the magic circle and its creation of an specific context for the interpretation 
of actions. The difference is that now we are discussing games with fictional worlds. A 
point before entering these worlds is that these worlds are incompletely described. Only 
a fraction of the world is shown. The rest is filled in by the player.  Juul is primarily 
concerned with video games. In his work with games and fictional worlds, he also 
argues that ”though rules can function independent of fiction, fiction depends on rules” 
(Juul 2005:121).  
Fictional worlds thus are secondary to rules in games. A good way to explain this is 
through another useful distinction, the difference between coherent and incoherent 
worlds in games. Incoherent world games have events that can only be explained via 
the rules of the game, such as the multiple lives typical of arcade games while coherent 
world games like Half-Life are, well, coherent. Nothing, or almost nothing, is extra-
diegetic (Juul 2005). While the latter might sound like the more elegant, the point here 
is that because the fictional world is not a defining feature, it is possible to make it 
incoherent worlds in games without causing any complaints or being interpreted as a 
postmodern experiment. In some games, imagining the fictional world is optional and 
players skilled at a game have been known to ignore the fictional world and focus on 
rules, challenges, and strategies (Juul 2005). That still does not mean that games 
cannot use fictional worlds to their advantage. Furthermore, when it comes to digital 
games there are specific advantages:  
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”Games have their root in rules and play time, and this allows them to define their 
worlds much more loosely and less coherently than we would accept in most other 
cultural forms. At the same time, the continued developments in processing power and 
data storage make it possible to craft fictional worlds with increasing detail and 
precision.” (Juul 2005:162) 
 
Games in digital environments allow for more complex systems, which means more 
detailed fictional worlds; hidden rules, which means a possibility for more focus on the 
appearance of said world than the rules; and they are immaterial, allowing them to 
depict fictional worlds more easily than non-digital games (Juul 2005).  
Related to this structure of both fictional and real is the concept of 
metacommunication. ”To play, in other words, is not just following the rules and 
rituals of play, but also to continually communicate the idea that the play-actions are 
just play and not something else” (Salen & Zimmerman 2004:371). 
Salen and Zimmerman also discuss fictional worlds and distinguish between those and 
story events as two related ways of thinking about narratives in games. They still have 
a tendency of conflating narrative and fiction, as when they describe what they name 
a narrative descriptor as ”any component of a game that participate in the game's 
system of representation” (Salen & Zimmerman 2004:419). The problem is that the 
fictional world in this view becomes a subset of narrative and not the other way 
around.  
Still, they investigate how games can be narrative instead of asking if games are 
narrative (Salen & Zimmerman 2004). This can shed some light on games as stories, 
which comes next. 
 
Story in games – Progression and emergence 
We have taken a brief look at games and stories earlier. We have learned that a look 
at texts from the perspective of cyborg aesthetics points beyond narrative. We also 
know that games and stories have things in common. When looking at games and 
stories, a good starting point is the difference between structures of progression and 
emergence in games. Progression, as the name implies, is a unicursal structure (at least 
a a macro level) while emergence, as indicated earlier has larger range of possibilities:  
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”If the player does not perform the right actions, the game is over. (…) The progression 
structure yields strong control to the game design: Since the designer controls the 
sequence of events, this is also where we find games with cinematic or storytelling 
ambition. (…) Emergence is the primordial game structure where a game is specified as a 
small number of rules that combine and yield a large game tree, that is, a large number 
of game variations that the players deal with by designing strategies.” (Juul 2005:73).  
 
While Juul admits that some games lend themselves better to narrative experiences, he 
also shows that (depending on the definition of narrative) there are in fact five crucial 
differences worth quoting in length:  
 
”(1) The fictional time is not predetermined when the player plays the game. (2) Games 
tend to be chronological. (A flash-forward generally means that the outcome of the 
game is determined and, hence not a game, whereas an interactive flashback can 
render the present impossible if the player fails to complete the task.) A story is a 
predetermined sequence, and users are aware of this in their reception of the 
game/story. (3) The actions of the player have a dual quality of occurring in play time 
and also being assigned meaning in the fictional world, thus the connection between the 
play time and the fictional time in the game is more direct than the connection between 
story and discourse. (4) Abstract games do not have a fictional time, and therefore have 
only one level. (5) Games often project incoherent worlds that cannot be described 
using a coherent timeline. (Juul 2005:160) 
 
These are ways in which games and stories diverge. But how can games be narrative 
as Salen and Zimmerman ask? Henry Jenkins suggest that story and game can find 
some common ground if a distinction is made between sjuzet, the plot as a presented 
structure of events – and fabula, the mental construction of the chronology of the 
story (Jenkins 2004). If a narrative is something that can be constructed as the player 
goes along, then games can be narrative. Games can provide an experience of 
narrative. This is related to what Salen and Zimmerman argues. Both use the terms 
embedded and emergent narrative, borrowed from Marc LeBlanc (Jenkins 2004, 
Salen & Zimmerman 2004). Embedded narrative means pre-generated narrative 
content that exist before the player interacts with the game, while emergent narrative 
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is what arises from interaction with the system of the game. The two are not mutually 
exclusive. I would argue that, typically, embedded narrative is what takes place in 
games of progression, while emergent narratives might just as well be called games 
with fictional worlds. The point is however, that we should not exclude a narrative 
understanding of the events of a game as some players and practitioners will hold this 
kind of understanding as well and thus becomes relevant as context.  
 
”Recognizing games as narrative experiences means considering them not just as bits of 
plot that are arranged and rearranged through interaction, but instead considering 
them as an ongoing activity in which a player engages with a core mechanic to make 
meaningful choices and explore a space of possibility”. (Salen & Zimmerman 2004:389) 
 
There are ways in which games can provide mental constructions of narrative for the 
player, and some games even have a fixed series of events. However, unlocking the 
narrative experiences still requires the activity of gameplay. 
 
Fictional worlds and the actual world - Pervasive and 
ubiquitous games 
 
“On the fringes of experimental game design and performance practice, Rich Gold’s 
vision for distributed networks of play [via ubiquitous computing] is both manifest and 
profoundly changing the technological habits, perceptual techniques and social 
identities of millions of players worldwide.” (McGonigal 2006:42f) 
 
But how is it changing technological habits, perceptual techniques and social 
identities. McGonigal's thesis is a phenomenological comparative investigation of the 
theory, use and implications of ubiquitous computing and emerging game genres. 
 
Ubiquitous computing and its consequences 
Ubiquitous computing is the invisible integration of networked computer functionality 
into  everyday objects and physical environments (McGonigal 2006). The philosophy 
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behind this is explained through Rich Gold's metaphor of Magrittes “ubi-pibe” 
referring to his painting This is Not a Pipe. Where Magritte's point of his painting 
was: this is not a real pipe, but a visual representation, Rich Gold's Ubi-pibe is: This is 
not only a pibe. Basically, an Ubi-pipe has hidden affordances (it might hide network-
enabled abilities of detecting legal and illegal smoking areas for example). In short, the 
object holds limitless potential for interaction. Furthermore, you have to play with it 
to find out which (McGonigal 2006).  
Why play? Because there's almost limitless potential to imbue everyday object with 
almost magical  capabilities, and to find these capabilities we have to search for them, 
much in the same way as when a child is playing (with objects) (McGonigal 2006).  
The activity of playing serves a transitional function of teaching the child to mediate 
between its belief of being in absolute control of the external world and learning that 
there is an external world that does not respond to the child's internal world. The 
process is then both fantasy play and reality testing. And transitional play does not 
stop with infancy. It is a mechanism used by adults too, but less often (McGonigal 
2006).  
An important point is that with ubiquitous computing, we can move away from a 
world of experiencing visual representations towards a world of experiencing objects 
in their phenomenological richness with added (hidden) affordances. Affordances are 
in this sense the combination of actual and perceived possibilities of use where 
affordance perception depends on the user’s cognitive and cultural belief that taking a 
particular action will produce an effect, positive or negative, in relation to a specific 
use goal (McGonigal 2006).  
Furthermore, McGonigal draws a parallel between the performance of technology 
and the performance of people, where ubiquitous computing is likened to dark play, a 
type of performance described by Richard Schechner. ”Playing in the dark means that 
some of the players don’t know they are playing” (Schechner, 2002 in McGonigal 
2006). Now we can begin to understand what McGonigal means when she writes: 
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“To understand this specific, emergent phenomenon [ubiquitous games], I will 
consider the three primary elements of the ludic system that produced it: ubiquitous 
gaming’s interactive platform, its aesthetics, and its community structures—all of 
which, I will argue, seek to virtualize reality by bringing the technological, formal, and 
social limits of play into a more intimate and flexible relation with everyday life, 
respectively.” (McGonigal 2006:283) 
 
The interactive platform 
“Rather than focusing on specifically technological platforms, ubiquitous gaming seeks 
to make everything in real-life environments as satisfyingly interactive as the objects 
and characters encountered in virtual game worlds. Instead of “wherever hardware, 
there’ll be games”, we have “wherever whatever, there’ll be games (McGonigal 2006:80).  
 
This is the end result of the interactive platform of ubiquitous games. So how does 
this happen? Since game objects are massively distributed and hidden in the real 
world, everything potentially has hidden affordances for gaming. Furthermore 
ubiquitous games create a responsiveness between the game and the player, that has 
the consequence of making the player aware of potential for gameplay:  
 
”I will argue that the responsiveness developed by players to potential ludic interaction 
represents a new kind of critical gaming literacy. The gamers grow to  read the real 
world as rich with ludic opportunity, carefully testing everyday objects, sites, people and 
contexts for the potential benefits and drawbacks of bringing each inside the magic 
circle of play. Ultimately, then, the ubiquity of ubiquitous gaming is not a ubiquity of 
the actual game itself, but rather a ubiquity of perceived gaming potential that can be 
engaged critically and assessed for both payoffs and risks.” (McGonigal 2006:85) 
 
The aesthetics – Realism and playing at not playing a game   
Ubiquitous games typically feature no simulation on a micro level, meaning that 
every action and object is phenomenologically speaking real, as: ”the game [The 
Beast] projected its ludic 
 pattern onto the already-digital and already-virtual affordances of the real world” 
(McGonigal 2006:295f). As such, everything done during gameplay was done for 
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real, so to speak. ”Everything players did in the fiction of the game, they did for real 
in the virtualized environment of everyday life. If they hacked into a coroners’ 
website in the game fiction, they hacked into a fictive coroners’ website for real” 
(McGonigal 2006:297). This is the so called realistic aesthetic. Everything done, is 
done as one would do it if there was no game or fiction. There is no representation 
when it comes to the actions players perform. There is no buttons to push or pieces to 
move. Another way of framing it comes from Montola, Stenros, and Waern, who 
argue that, in pervasive games, the relation between game world and physical world 
can be indexical, as opposed to iconic or symbolic (Montola, Stenros & Waern 2009).  
Another part of the aesthetics of Ubiquitous gaming, in this case mostly alternate 
reality games, can be described through the sentence: this is not a game. This was a 
message given to the players of the ARG, the Beast. In essence, it means both that 
players should pretend that this is not a game, but as in the famous sentence “don't 
think of an elephant” it also means the opposite. Players hold on to both parts of the 
statement to enjoy the realistic (immersive) feeling of this being real while at the same 
time maintaining the magic circle. Thus players establish the real world as a space for 
playing, while not, as some have suggested, ever being in doubt whether the game is 
real or not. “They are playing a game. They are playing at not playing a game” 
(McGonigal 2006:360). Something that Mcgonigal calls the Pinocchio effect arises - 
the knowledge that it is a game combined with the feelings being true. 
Another immersive aesthetic is found in the power structuring of ubiquitous games. In 
these games, choice is not central to playing the game. The players do not have to 
choose the right course of action. They have to do the missions. This is connected to 
the concept of psychological realism. The argument, borrowed from de Zengotita, is 
that we, in our ordinary lifes, define reality as that we have no inlfuence over, where 
we have no choice (McGonigal 2006). So the fact that these games are very controlled 
mean, that they feel more real. Furthermore, the power structure also licenses 
forbidden play – things you would not normally do but want to do. This lack of choice 
goes directly against contemporary game design and is according to McGonigal a 
completely new thing in gaming. I would disagree when we look at many digital 
games of progression. 
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Community structures – Rhetoric and game design 
McGonigal argues via The Cyberspace Dialectic, by Michael Heim, that the players 
of ubiquitous games practice a community dialectic:  
 
“Ubiquitous games, as I have shown, are practicing a community dialectic. They embrace 
the network idealist vision of transcendent digital community while simultaneously 
arguing that such radically different community requires a traditional grounding in the 
physical spaces of the real-world.” (McGonigal 2006:443) 
 
 Then McGonigal asks: “What in the process of gameplay inspires players to describe 
their communities in simultaneously network idealist and naïve realist terms? And 
how do puppet masters work within the game design to instill real-world collaborative 
aspirations while reinforcing players’ claims to emergent collectivity?” (McGonigal 
2006:443). She then argues that this collectivity stems from the design and rhetoric of 
the games. The design encourages or directly requires collaboration on a massive 
scale, for instance by massive distribution or in requiring  a lot of different specialized 
skills, thus creating an interdependent community (McGonigal 2006).  
 
Summary – Aesthetics in transmedia gameplay 
An important trait of games is that they are rule-based systems. To put it a bit more 
dramatically, rules are the stuff that games are made of. Rules designate possible 
actions within the magic circle of the game, and a player must constantly reinforce the 
magic circle – inwardly by adopting the lusory attitude, and outwardly via 
metacommunication – to preserve the mental and sometimes also physical frame of 
the game defining temporal, spatial and social borders. 
Looking at gameplay means looking at games as activities, and with such a focus, a 
researcher loses the possibility of a more formalistic approach, but also gains a lot. 
gameplay can be described as an interplay between rules, pursuit of goals, and the 
competence and strategies of the player(s). It goes without saying that suddenly, a lot 
of context becomes relevant to the game understood as a system of rules. This is of 
course both a strength and a weakness as the rigid formalistic clarity is lost while at the 
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same time, we are closer at describing the actual experience of a game. And games are 
after all made to be played. 
But what makes games aesthetically pleasing? There are many answers to this 
question. First of all we have learned that games are autotelic – played for the sake of 
playing. We have learned that for meaningful play to occur, the relationship between 
action and outcome has to be both discernible, and integrated into the system. We 
have learned that the theory of flow provides a good way to understand gameplay as 
problem solving. We have also learned that a distinction between player types, and 
thus types of gameplay, may provide a more flexible framework.  
A lot of games take place in fictional worlds. In games, it is possible to define the 
worlds more loosely since the game system is not defined by this world. Still digital 
environments can simulate much more complex systems, allowing the fictional worlds 
to be described in more detail. Sometimes, the fictional world also help communicate 
the rules of the game if those rule are hidden as in many digital games.  
When it comes to discussing narratives in games, it is helpful to distinguish between 
structures of progression and emergence, the first being unicursal, more controlled, 
and more thus more apt for narratives. However, we have also seen vital differences 
between narrative and game relating to a game's dual status as fiction and real, and 
the differences in fictional time and predetermined sequence. If we are to makes sense 
of stories in gameplay, it can be done by distinguishing between fabula and sjuzet, 
thus focusing on players' construction of a narrative or alternatively as embedded 
narrative content in the game. 
Finally, a look at more recent experimental transmedia games labeled as pervasive 
and ubiquitous games reveal specific aesthetics. We have seen that the potential for 
gameplay can be implemented in a real world setting, blurring the borders of the 
magic circle. 
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Chapter 5 – Applied Transmedia 
Aesthetics in Practice and Theory 
 
In this chapter the theoretical frameworks are applied to a case of transmedia 
practice, and the theoretical implications of the conceptual work presented in this 
thesis is discussed. The analysis serves to highlight the problems and benefits from the 
two frameworks and a possible combination of their aesthetic principles. The purpose 
is both to test the explanatory power of the two logics and to use them to inform the 
following discussion on aesthetics in transmedia fiction. The discussion will focus on 
two central questions. First I discuss how game and story can as interpretive contexts  
to connect distinct media. Then I discuss free play and world simulation as possible 
avenues for transmedia design. 
 
Method and Limitations 
Studying gameplay and storytelling has its limitations. When they are set in the field of 
transmedia, the complexity increase, and so does the limitations imposed on a 
researcher. An essential problem is irreducibility. As Steven Malliet explains: 
 
 “[V]ideo games have the property of not being reducible to a predefined sequence of 
signifiers (…) the output that appears on the pc or console screen is different from any 
previous time, even if it is played by the same player under similar circumstances. 
Therefore, it becomes very difficult to define what belongs to the ‘text’ of a game and 
what not, and consequently, what will be the boundaries of the object of analysis” 
(Malliet 2007).  
 
The point is that even though the rules of a game system designate the possible actions 
within that system, the activity of gameplay cannot be reduced to those rules (Malliet 
2007, Juul 2005). Well how about transmedia then? Here the problem expands. Not 
only will transmedia potentially involve gameplay, but you can make the point of 
irreducibility about the entire work of transmedia itself. First of all, the point about the 
irreducibility of rules to use pointed out in relation to gameplay is relevant to any 
system without a predefined sequence of signifiers. Secondly, transmedia 
 61 
entertainment is tied to participatory culture (Jenkins 2006). Most transmedia 
entertainment is collaboratory in some regard and Pandemic 1.0 certainly is. This 
means that transmedia entertainment is the result of the thoughts and actions of a 
great many people, making it even more difficult to decide what belongs to the text. 
I have been unable to find these questions addressed within the frame of transmedia. 
However, they can be likened to other fields. Stenros and Montola have similar 
problems documenting live action roleplay: “Research and documentation of live 
action roleplaying games, or larps, must tackle problems of ephemerality, subjectivity, 
first person audience and co-creation” (Stenros & Montola 2011:1). In the case of 
Pandemic 1.0, the problem of ephemerality also occurs. Put simply, a lot of what made 
up Pandemic 1.0 no longer exists. That both goes for the more tangible objects, such as 
the mission control room that was built for the event, and for the activity of actually 
playing the game of which there only exists traces – for example 
www.hopeismissing.com. In regards to live action roleplaying, Johanna Koljonen 
frames the problem like this: “A larp does not exist until it is over, but at the moment 
it ends, it dissolves” (Koljonen 2008:51). 
Looking at the actualization of these kinds of experiences also present another 
methodological problem:  
 
“In order to access the activity, a game needs to be played. This creates a paradox: the 
researcher either needs to play the game – which means that she is a participant and 
her personal experience may be seen as tainting the work – or the researcher needs to 
study other people who play a game – in which case she only has second hand 
information on the activity” (Stenros & Waern 2011:13). 
 
Again, the same goes for transmedia to a large extent. Luckily though, some problems 
cancels out others. Pandemic 1.0 cannot be experienced again leaving us with second 
hand information. Even though this removes a methodological dilemma, it is still a 
very significant limitation, as games (and interactive works) should be experienced 
first-hand, just like a book should be read (Stenros & Waern 2011, Aarseth 2003).  
These problems cannot be solved completely, but they can be handled. Jane 
McGonigal was a part of the production crew at some of the game she studied 
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(McGonigal 2006), and Marie Denward followed the production crew of Sanningen om 
Marika first hand (Denward 2011). This is not an option.  
Stenros and Waern have some valid suggestions based on accounts from producers 
and participants, but this is also where a more down to earth albeit just as serious issue 
comes into play. Retrieving information about Pandemic 1.0 has proven extraordinarily 
difficult, even given its ephemeral nature simply because its creators have proven very 
difficult to communicate with. Two semi-structured interviews have been conducted 
with Lance Weiler, whereas the second one was only achieved very late in the process. 
The plan was also to interview participants, and other members of the production 
team. Unexpectedly, a lot of emails were not answered, and several scheduled 
interviews were cancelled, making it impossible to conduct more interviews within the 
time frame of this research. 
What does all this leave us with? It leaves us lacking an access to the experience of 
Pandemic 1.0. There exists digital artifacts created by the experience, giving us some 
impression of what it was like, but most of the knowledge we can produce about 
Pandemic 1.0 will have to come from a theoretical investigation. In other words, the 
approach must be to engage in theory on transmedia, gameplay and storytelling and 
use Pandemic 1.0 as a case study in the sense of exemplification. What kind of aesthetic 
practices are seen in this particular example of transmedia, how can we explain and 
compare them theoretically, and use this knowledge exemplary to discuss transmedia 
aesthetics in a new light. 
 
A description of Pandemic 1.0 
Here I will present Pandemic 1.0. This description focus on the initial knowledge of the 
transmedia experience that is our knowledge before analysis or theoretical input. As 
such it is mainly based on press and blog posts before and after the experience but also 
use interviews conducted with Lance Weiler in relation to this thesis. The goal here is 
to present the project via its own agenda as expressed through its main creator, Lance 
Weiler, and ascertain what facts we have about Pandemic 1.0 before we begin to 
analyze it as an example of transmedia storytelling meeting transmedia gameplay.  
 
Pandemic 1.0 was a transmedia experience at Sundance Film Festival 2011 January 
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20 - 30, or as Wired Magazine describes it: ”the nine-minute short film [Pandemic 
41.410806, -75.654259] is only a small part of Pandemic 1.0, a “storyworld experience” 
playing out at the film festival” (Andersen 2011a). This experience was comprised of 
many different elements. Simply put: ”This universe unfolds itself through film, 
mobile, online, print and live events during 120 hours” (Godest, 2011). In other 
words, it utilizes a wide range of media. However a more specific description of 
Pandemic 1.0's moving parts is provided by Lance Weiler himself in an article for 
Filmmaker Magazine.  
 
”For instance, Pandemic 1.0 which unfolds within New Frontier and the U.S. Narrative 
Shorts section of the festival, is told with… 
− 1 short film telling the story of a sister and brother coming to terms with an 
infected parent. 
− 1 magazine containing a “rabbit hole” leading to elements in the experience. 
Here’s a hint: You’re holding it. 
− 5 secret locations scattered throughout Park City. 
− 6 totems with cameras, GPS trackers, MP3 players and thumb drives 
embedded inside them. 
− 10 scares that can be requested by those following the experience online. The 
scares are then carried out on unsuspecting festivalgoers. 
− 20 actors carrying Flip cams who perform scenes as the “pandemic” unfolds. 
− 50 story artifacts placed throughout Park City containing barcodes, #hashtags 
and RFID. 
− 5,000 bottles of water that when found and brought to special locations have 
health properties that aid to slow the spread of the pandemic. 
− 40,000+ festivalgoers whose social behaviors and interactions inform the 
spread or slowing of the pandemic. 
− 50,000+ photographs harvested from the Internet and filtered in real time to 
be relevant to the story of a spreading pandemic. 
− 1,000,000+ points of data visualized within a special Mission Control space 
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showing how the story is unfolding on a global level.”  
(Weiler 2011a, my added bullet points) 
(A visual presentation of pandemic components. The comics/short fiction component where never produced. Retrieved from 
lanceweiler.com/portfolio/pandemic-1-0/) 
In other words, a lot of moving parts. The article also served as an entry point to 
Pandemic via a QR code. Not surprisingly, reporters writing on Pandemic 1.0 can't 
seem to agree on what it, or its central element is. As such Joseph Beyer, Director of 
Digital Initiatives for Sundance Institute, describes it as follows:  
 
”The central nervous system of Pandemic 1.0 was its cause-and-effect narrative as seen 
on the website Hope Is Missing” (Beyer 2011). Calling something a ”cause-and-effect 
narrative” seems a bit redundant. The point is however that ”items work within the 
story’s overall theme while at the same time provide a variety of data points used to 
enhance, change and trigger elements within the story experience itself” (Weiler 2011a). 
This sounds almost like gameplay in disguise. Others, when reporting on the project 
(before the festival) focus on the short film and describes the rest of Pandemic 1.0 as 
amongst other things ”a number of real-world extensions” (Koo 2011a).  
 
However, a more accurate description would probably be formulated along the lines 
of Kyle Vanhemert's on Gizmondo: ”Pandemic 1.0, a transmedia project including 
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film, phones, actors, interaction, tweets and multitouch, made the entire town its set” 
(Vanhemert, 2011). Koo also shifts his focus slightly when reporting on the experience 
after it has played out: ”The transmedia pioneer’s project extended far beyond the 
theatre, involving real-world objects and a plethora of social media hooks” (Koo 
2011b). The social media elements give an indication of the fact that the set was not 
limited to Park City. 
Lance Weiler himself had several objectives with creating Pandemic 1.0. He does, 
however state multiple times that telling the story is the key element (Weiler 2011a, 
2011b). To make matters more complex, Pandemic 1.0 itself is situated in a transmedia 
fiction, or storyworld as it is called multiple times by the press, that includes some of 
Lance Weiler’s previous work, the film Head Trauma and the alternate reality game 
Hope is Missing or HiM  (Koo 2011a, Andersen 2011a, Weiler in Godest 2011). So 
what was the point of Pandemic 1.0? Beyer lists the goals as follows:  
 
”How could they get data visualizations into a system elegantly? How could real-world 
and online interactions push and flow their narrative? How could mobile devices and 
applications fuel discovery of physical locations and events? And finally, how could 
tactile objects become a part of the experience and central storytelling devices?” (Beyer 
2011) 
 
Along with telling the story, and the more overarching goal of so-called ”story R&D” 
(Weiler 2011a), these were objectives and worth taking a closer look at. 
The Story 
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As mentioned, the story was key, but what was it about. The story has several 
elements. There is the overarching story of a mysterious pandemic – a sleep virus that 
causes adults to become nocturnal and violent while leaving children unaffected. 
Pandemic 1.0 takes place at the outbreak of this virus, positioning participants at festival 
attendants, suddenly experiencing this outbreak – you might be tempted to say as the 
protagonist of their own story. During Pandemic 1.0 there was also a number of 
characters portraying individual stories via Twitter and YouTube as the pandemic 
spread.  
(Tweets from Anna_HiM2, retrieved from https://twitter.com/anna_him on the 18th of August 2012) 
 
The fictional world had been used before, connecting Pandemic 1.0 to the alternate 
reality game Hope is Missing and further back, the feature film Head Trauma (Andersen 
2011a). Hope is Missing is also the name of a forthcoming feature film taking place 90 
days after the initial outbreak as a ”Lord of the Flies-style tale” (Weiler 2011a). Weiler 
explains the connection as follows:  
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”Pandemic was born out of HiM. The script for HiM came first and helped to establish 
the rules, feel, and look of the storyworld and then Pandemic was designed to take place 
at the beginning of the outbreak. Where is the script for HiM which is the feature film 
component of the world takes place ninety days into the outbreak. So we worked 
backwards which help us to inform the whole storyworld” (Weiler in Godest 2011, bold 
removed). 
 
Pandemic 1.0 also had an overall ”five-act structure [one act a day] (“Everything Is 
Fine,” “Feeling Sick,” “Loss of Control,” “Adults Are Gone,” and “End of the 
World?”)” (Weiler 2011a).  
 
Story Research and Development 
Lance Weiler calls Pandemic 1.0 a story research and development effort (Weiler 
2011a, 2011b). Koo frames it as ”along the lines of a software beta launch” (Koo 
2011a). Research and development is commonly associated with technological 
solutions and as one can expect, testing technology was a vital part of creating 
Pandemic 1.0. When asked about all the different elements in the experience, Weiler 
replies: ”I wanted to try as much as I could possibly try with it” (Weiler 2011b:28.03). 
He then goes on to emphasize that nothing was randomly added to the design. 
Everything serves a purpose and adheres to the overall arc and themes. However, 
technology was not the only thing being tested as Weiler explains:  
 
”It gave me a chance to explore the storyworld with a test audience which was quite 
large. I was able to work with actors and develop some interesting ways to script and 
shoot within a live environment like Sundance. (...) I was using it as a testing ground for 
a storyworld. There is nothing better than playing with an actual group of players 
getting to do research and development in a real world environment” (Weiler in 
Godest, 2011). 
 
The research effort of Pandemic 1.0 was three-pronged. That is, experimenting with 
(complicated combinations of) different media and technologies, the reception and 
development of the fictional world and content creation in a real-time experience. 
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Online and On Location 
As mentioned earlier, it was an articulated goal to experiment with both online and 
on site elements as the list describing Pandemic 1.0 element also shows. What it does 
not show is the dependency between online and on site players. The two groups could 
(and in some cases had to) collaborate, for example in order to locate the physical 
objects located around Park city (Weiler 2011a, 2011b). You might say that Weiler's 
design merges on site and online, or as he formulated it: ”Thanks to technologies like 
RFID, augmented reality and geolocation, the physical world becomes a new 
storytelling playground for those interested in extending the stories they wish to tell” 
(Weiler 2011a).  
 
Data-driven story and Data Visualization 
An important point concerning the Pandemic 1.0 experience itself was how the story 
unfolded was not certain before the event itself took place. ”How people choose to 
respond and collaborate will directly affect whether the pandemic spreads or slows” 
(Weiler 2011a). This was done by turning actions into data using:  
 
”elements as geo-caching of physical objects embedded and tracked with NFC (Near 
Field Communication) codes, QR (Quick-Response) codes, UPC Codes and GPS 
Mapping as well as a physical “Mission Control” installation at the Film Festival’s New 
Frontier exhibit space. “Mission Control” aggregated and visualized all the data points 
being received by the game mechanics and algorithms Weiler’s team set up to 
automatically spread, grow and stall the pandemic that gives the project its name – all 
actions that were based on the interplay and actions of the users-slash-players” (Beyer 
2011).  
 
The actions also influenced how the characters were affected by the pandemic and 
how quickly they were overcome by it (Weiler, 2012b). 
Of particular note here is the use of the concept of game mechanics. The actions of 
participants are interpreted by the system with a feedback loop. Nowhere in the 
reporting done on pandemic is it called a game, except when likened to an alternate 
reality game in a few blog posts and comments online. The use and visualization of 
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data does make Pandemic 1.0 have game-like elements, something Weiler is perfectly 
well aware of. In his own words the experience has elements of ”scavenger hunt” 
and ”social gaming” (Weiler in Kung 2011). 
 
The components 
What could you actually do as a participant at Pandemic 1.0 and what did the various 
components bring to the experience? Starting with the short film, named Pandemic 
41.410806, -75.654259 (Weiler 2011c), it was available online before the festival and 
shown at the festival. According to Weiler its purpose was to serve as a: ”style guide, a 
jumping off point. We did not take an attribute for the amount of views or comments 
that it had, so it did not weigh into the algorithm. It was more like a passive gateway 
into the story” (Weiler 2012 August 17, 04:42). The film is just over 9 minutes long 
and features two children hiding from their infected mother in a basement. The 
mother is active in the night-time, wandering around the house making animalistic 
growling sounds when she breathes, but sleeps during the day, giving zombie-like 
connotations. The film is about the two children coming to terms with their mother 
being gone, culminating with the mother attacking her son when he lays down beside 
her, where after the older sister shoots her mother. 
Other entry points into pandemic where the article in Filmmaker Magazine cited 
above, www.hopeismissing.com and information on Sundance Festival's website, 
Twitter channel and mobile app (Weiler 2012 August 17).  
There was also an entry point only for on-site participants. 20 mobile phones where 
given out to random festival attendants. They came wrapped in biohazard bags with 
instructions for use taped on them, a map, hand cranks for recharging, and if you 
turned on the phone, it would greet you with an application which started a video and 
then asked you to answer a number of questions based on moral dilemmas (Nelson, 
2011). An example is: ”Your neighbour has been infected and asks to borrow your car 
to get to his ex-wife and family. Do you give him the keys?” (www.hopeismissing.com). 
Depending on the answers, the user would either reduce or increase the number of 
infected within the fiction. Once you had used the phone the instructions said to pass 
it on to another festivalgoer. 
The spread of the pandemic was represented visually in the mission control structure 
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built for the festival. The mission control space had a Microsoft Surface table, screens 
on all walls, and specially created software with an algorithm that controlled the 
spread of the pandemic in real time depending on input, for example from the 
morality questions (Godest 2011). A number of hidden objects also influenced the 
spread. The 50 story artefacts mentioned earlier where golden objects located around 
Park City would stem the flow of the pandemic if they were brought to the mission 
control space. Likewise, water bottles specially made for the experience could also be 
found and brought to mission control. 
Another thing that influenced the flow were check-ins at location-based social network 
Gowalla would increase the number of infected. Different movie theatres were tied to 
different cities such as Paris or New York City and check-ins would thus increase the 
number of infected in a particular city (LW). Check-ins could also unlock virtual water 
bottles that could be delivered to mission control by placing a phone on the Surface 
table (Weiler, 2012b).  
(Instructions on how to participate online and how actions affect the pandemic) 
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How did participants find these objects? They had to have help. You might also say 
that they were really the helpers – of the online participants. On 
www.hopeismissing.com, you could participate.  
(The interface for unlocking locations with instruction) 
 
You could call whoever carried the phone at that time and instruct them on where to 
find an object and where to take it. Online participants unlocked these by solving 
small puzzles. On the website, there is a function where you can drag different videos, 
representing either people, objects or memories described by text into a stream. 
Certain combinations would then unlock locations and phone numbers. 
Some online participants also roleplayed via Twitter, tweeting their own fictional 
experiences from the pandemic while using the Pandemic 1,0 hashtag, #pandemic11, 
and thus affected the spread of the pandemic. The investment of time in roleplaying 
differed and some players chose to start accounts specifically for the roleplaying while 
most used existing accounts (Karabin 2011; www.hopeismissing.com). Participants 
could also upload photos, which also affected the spread of the pandemic (Weiler, 
2012b). 
The actors portraying the Twitter characters were equipped with cameras and made 
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videos based on their script – 100 tweets. These videos were uploaded to YouTube, 
Facebook and hopeismissing.com where participants could watch them. Most of the 
videos were filmed at ordinary places around or outside park city, showing the city 
becoming an abandoned solitary place, but some were filmed in specifically made 
secret locations that festivalgoers could find. The last of these was a secret party at the 
end of the festival. Finding these locations was not integrated into the algorithm, and 
they weren't used very much, apart from the secret party, perhaps because they were 
located too far away from most of the festival activity (Weiler 2012b).  
The only thing players could do to intentionally spread the pandemic was to request 
scares. Someone could request a scare on a specific person and the production crew 
would then track them down and scare them, which would spread the pandemic. The 
thought behind this was that fear, would be one of the things making a real pandemic 
spread faster. 
Even though most of these elements were tracked and incorporated by the algorithm, 
Weiler states that they were designed to work as individual experiences in themselves 
as well: 
 
”I'm always trying to design each thing so it has a beginning, a middle, and an end. It's 
not like it needs to lead people to this next part and the only way they can get there is 
with this cliffhanger. And if they don't go to the site or if they don't make this phone 
call, or if they don't find and decipher this other thing they'll have an incomplete 
experience.” (Weiler 2011b:43.39) 
 
Accounts of Reception 
Accounts of the reception of Pandemic 1.0 are very difficult to come by. Apart from 
evaluative comments such as: ”Though aspects of the online launch experienced 
technical difficulties, the installation at Sundance was reportedly well received.” 
(Andersen 2011b), or ”Pandemic 1.0 is a fictional story on a virus that took the festival 
by storm” (Godest 2011), no real account of reception is provided by the online or 
offline. A few bloggers have provided short comments, but the only somewhat detailed 
account comes from the anonymous blogger docwho2100 writing:  
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”Overall the story is interesting, but not easy to follow (this came out a lot in the social 
media aspect as wild theories abounded, which is fun, but it was hard to know what was 
in game and what was not as people were encouraged to play along. (…) What I really 
like, is how much possible avenue there was for participation and how there was 
potential for not quite needing to have the whole story and yet you could have, 
potentially, still enjoyed pieces - hence a true transmedia narrative” (docwho2100, 
2011). 
 
Fortunately, a lot of the data has been stored and is accessible via the website 
www.hopeismissing.com, the main website for the online part of the experience. 
Especially the activity stream is helpful since it logs the actions that somehow have 
influenced the spread of the pandemic. Unfortunately, it is not searchable and neither 
is activity categorized beyond four major categories of activity, 1) tagging yourself at a 
Sundance Festival location, 2) Using #pandemic11 on Twitter, 3) moral dilemma 
question 4) Twitter updates by the characters controlled by the creators.  
It does, however, show lots of activity on the use of the #pandemic11 hashtag and the 
location-based tagging, indicating that a large amount of festivalgoers were active on 
Twitter and Gowalla. Unfortunately, Twitter does not itself allow hashtag searched 
that far back in time, and Gowalla has since shut down after it was sold to Facebook.  
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(The activity stream at the bottom of www.hopeismissing.com, with separate lines for each category of activity. Each line 
represents one or more actions. Yellow means that a few actions were carried out going via orange to red if more actions took 
place at the same time) 
 
Summary – Characteristics of Pandemic 1.0 
Based on an initial description of Pandemic 1.0, some characteristics seem salient. 1) 
Pandemic 1.0 is not the only work in this transmedia fiction. It is one part of a bigger 
project involving past and upcoming works. 2) It was created with the clearly 
communicated goal of experimenting with both technological delivery of a transmedia 
fiction, and with the fictional world itself, 3) it involved both remote and physically 
present participants, 4) that were required to collaborate against the game system, 
giving the experience a social element. 5) There was a narrative planned from the 
start, 6) but game-like elements that mattered for how the story played out. 7) Pandemic 
1.0 was designed so each action or experience within the framework had that same 
structure – to be self-contained experiences with a beginning a middle and an end, but 
at the same time influence the overall experience. 8) How it was experienced is 
difficult to ascertain since (part of) the work is ephemeral, and few accounts of 
experiencing it exists. 
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Pandemic 1.0 as transmedia storytelling 
What would analysis of Pandemic 1.0 though a storytelling lens tell us? Looking at it 
through a storytelling logic, some elements naturally fit the framework better than 
others. The short film is clearly a piece of storytelling. However, it does not directly 
connect to any other part, neither as a narrative, nor as a game element for that 
matter. That is, the actions or events that film shows perform do not influence 
anything else. As Weiler himself states, the film is meant as a ”style guide” (Weiler 
2012b:04.43). If Dena's distinction between inter- and intracompositional transmedia 
is applied, it illustrates that the short film is closer to an intercompositional 
relationship with Pandemic 1.0. The film does have elements of negative capability. 
When the older sister tries to prevent her brother from going to their mother, he 
places a mysterious glowing opaque object that somehow pacifies her. We also see 
that the there is something resembling a human-sized nest in the house. There are no 
explanations for any of these, and it does show that there are things about the 
mysterious virus the left unexplained. 
(Negative capability: The older sister holding the glowing cube. Her skin pales, her eyes roll and she becomes passive when it 
activates. What the cube is or how it works is never explained. 06:57) 
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However, these are not turned into migratory cues in relation to any other part of 
Pandemic 1.0, but might potentially be used as such as the planned feature film Hope is 
Missing comes out. As such it points to a continuity in Jenkins terms, providing loyal 
fans with more contents, but also subjectivity by showing perspectives of different 
characters on the events, the players, the characters connected to the golden objects, 
and the twitter characters being other examples.  
If we include paratexts such as press and the online content that the film is presented 
in context to, you could also argue that it serves a worldbuilding function. The film 
itself only hints at the mother's illness being a more widespread problem through its 
title, and a panoramic shot of the house on an empty street (08:11). But it is always 
presented with a paratext explaining its context of a fictional pandemic with more 
content available.  
The characters portrayed on Twitter are examples of narrative content which are 
more unambiguously a part of Pandemic 1.0 itself. Here many minor stories are told as 
the characters tweet their experiences of the pandemic. The stories are not connected 
to each other in a narrative sense, that is, they don't influence each other. They are 
more like small self-contained stories unfolding in real time. In this sense, the share 
some of the short films attributes namely subjectivity and worldbuilding. If the 
individual tweets are viewed as micro narratives you could argue that they show an 
element of seriality, encouraging participants to follow the tweets to experience the 
fate the characters. 
The content on Twitter was also the center of the elements of online roleplaying seen 
in Pandemic 1.0. Participants started telling their own stories using #pandemic11, 
pretending they too were affected by a global pandemic (Weiler, 2012b). This is also 
an example of built in spreadability as participants were actively spreading knowledge 
of Pandemic 1.0 to their followers on the social network. 
There is also an element of negative capability as multiple characters presented by the 
creators survive, including Anna: ”I’m still heading for the mountains. Maybe I can 
hide from the demons there. #pandemic11” (Anna_HiM 2011, January 27, bold 
removed) 
The Twitter narratives are also immersive. The format allows the characters to meet 
the participants on equal ground so to speak, using everyday technology to 
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communicate. Still they do not showcase a realistic aesthetic, as the profile pictures of 
the characters are not faces but numbers in the visual style of Pandemic 1.0. Also, using 
#pandemic11 on twitter would only make sense to the characters after the existence 
of a pandemic became common knowledge, which it is clearly not in the beginning. In 
fact, a recurrent theme of is a lack of knowledge about what is going on. For example, 
Anna figures out that a pandemic is spreading about halfway through her 
tweets: ”Daniel says the news is calling it a pandemic? But it doesn’t sound like 
anybody is dying so far, praise Jesus. #pandemic11” (Anna_HiM 2011, January 24, 
bold removed). In an immersive aesthetic as described by Murray, this is a problem. 
According to this logic, non-diegetic elements should be avoided if possible (Murray 
1997).  
Moving on to the spread of the pandemic itself and its algorithm, looking at Pandemic 
1.0 using an understanding of narrative based on a presentation of a sequence of 
events becomes harder. A problematic related narrative-based logic is seen at an 
intercompositional level. The planned feature film is set to take place 90 days after the 
outbreak. Obviously, this puts certain restraints on the possible outcome of Pandemic 
1.0.  
Using transmedia storytelling to explain the actions of participants are simply found 
lacking. The puzzle-based collaborative missions do not lend themselves well to story. 
Admitted, there are a lot of events, but only viewed retrospectively. Seen as emergent 
narrative, you can interpret the individual experiences as narratives – people helping 
in the fight against the pandemic. It still does not explain their actions, such as the 
remixing of media, all the tweeting or why to look for dubious personal objects 
somehow scattered around park city, just as traversal cannot be explained via 
intertextuality because the interpreter has to know both texts. It should be very clear 
by now that Pandemic 1.0 is an incoherent world game with embedded narrative in the 
case of the Twitter stories. The actions performed by participants do not unlock 
narrative content, and neither do the participants narrate except in the case of the 
online roleplaying. 
Central Elements of Pandemic cannot be explained logically within the fiction, an 
indication of an incoherent fictional world thus pointing towards a game like 
structure. Looking at pandemic from an intercompositional perspective makes sense, 
but Dena's observation that a logic of transmedia storytelling does not account for 
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intracompositional phenomena holds water. 
 
Pandemic 1.0 as transmedia gameplay 
With this new viewpoint, new elements of Pandemic 1.0 take centre stage. The short 
film serves as little more than embedded narrative. If one were to compare it with 
something in a more conventional game, it would probably be a game trailer, 
although not a very good one, since it gives a bad impression of what the experience 
of gameplay will be like. It shows the central conflict on a dramatic, personal and 
emotional level. This is not completely alienated from the experience of playing 
Pandemic 1.0, as we will get back to, but I would argue that the short film had been 
very different, had it been conceived as a game trailer.  
The Twitter narratives do have some relevance within the system as they serve to 
keep track of the game state. Given the fact that characters live or die depending on, 
among other things, the actions of the players, they do provide knowledge of the game 
state. They also serve as a context for the online roleplaying, which created more 
tweets using #pandemic11, influencing the spread. Roleplaying was not encouraged 
among festivalgoers, as it was online, although some roleplaying activity was seen 
(Weiler, personal communication, 2012 August 18). This means that the roleplaying 
activities were not a logic used throughout gameplay, which matches the observation 
pointed out earlier, that Pandemic 1.0 was an incoherent world game. Roleplaying did 
as such not really serve a function in the game system. It fits an immersive aesthetic of 
engaging with a fictional world better. Roleplaying can perhaps better be viewed as a 
borderline case of gameplay, retaining some of the characteristics of a game, such as a 
magic circle, but lacking a clear goal-orientation (Juul 2005; Montola, Stenros & 
Waern 2009). In this way the roleplaying can be partially explained by both 
frameworks. 
Looking at Pandemic 1.0 through a gameplay lens naturally explains experience of 
unlocking and retrieving of golden objects and water bottles. Here, we clearly see a 
rule-based system, we see a magic circle where it makes sense to go get a water bottle, 
only to deliver it to a Microsoft Surface table. Whether we see a variable and 
quantifiable outcome is a bit more ambiguous. On a lower level, it exists in relation to 
saving the 20 Twitter characters. Regarding the spread of the pandemic itself, it exists 
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in the sense that the less infected there are at the end of the game, the better. You 
might say that the structure is similar to old arcade games, where the game would just 
become harder and harder until you lost. Here, the logic demands that the pandemic 
wins, but the players can still do well, causing less people to be infected at the end of 
the game. Finally, the players most certainly exert effort to influence the outcome, and 
(some) are most likely emotionally attached to it, although it is difficult to know. 
Moving closer to viewing the game as an activity, so comes the important question 
whether Pandemic 1.0 created meaningful play. As discussed before, we know very little 
of players' experiences. The first thing we can conclude is of course that a lot of people 
did participate. Given the autotelic nature of gameplay, it is hard to imagine that 
players would have found 41 golden objects and 24 water bottles, not to mention the 
virtual water bottles, and participated in the online roleplaying, had they not 
understood the relation between action and outcome in the game. As we have seen 
earlier, instructions on how to play were clearly communicated on phones and 
websites, not to mention the data visualization as a way to keep track of actions and 
show that they had consequences to the game state. Weiler himself reports that the 
gameplay around locating golden objects and its requirement of having people 
cooperate to solve the puzzles and on unlock and retrieve objects via on-site 
participants was what worked the best (Weiler 2012b). One problem that may have 
occurred from this though, is that #pandemic11 was used both for roleplaying, and 
for the communication necessary to collaborate on the task of the game non-
diegetically, placing the Twitter stream both inside and outside the diegesis. One thing 
that suggests this is how some players created specific Twitter accounts for their 
diegetic use of Twitter or the fact that one player writes: “it was hard to know what 
was in game and what was not as people were encouraged to play along” 
(docwho2100, 2011 January 31). 
As for the integration prerequisite for meaningful play, it is clear that most of the 
actions a player could choose influenced the game state, though not all did. Finding 
the secret locations had no effect on the spread, and neither did the connected toys, 
that were mainly just being tested for Weiler’s next project, Robot Heart Stories 
(Weiler, 2012b). Furthermore, in an integrated play experience, an action not only 
has ”immediate significance in the game, but also affects the play experience at a later 
point in the game” (Salen & Zimmerman 2004:35). In other words, the choices you 
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make now need to influence the space of possibility and thus the choices you make 
later. This is a vital distinction since Pandemic 1.0, in a common-sense use of the word 
integrated would perform quite well.  All parts of Pandemic 1.0 were connected to each 
other, at least paratextually, and most actions influence the game state. However, 
choices matter very little in the long run. In fact, to see choices that are integrated in 
this sense, one has to look outside the game mechanics, to the characters in the 
Twitter narratives, or how one secret location would unlock the next. This diminished 
the possibility to play strategically, except in the sense of prioritizing one's time. In this 
way, the outcomes become somewhat disconnected from each other. This suggests 
that the gameplay served an auxiliary role to the story, which fits the concept of data-
driven story, where the gameplay (and other things like festivalgoers' check-ins) 
provided the data. In fact, this design is, at least partially intentional. Consider 
Weiler's comment earlier about always designing for a beginning a middle and an 
end, thus adhering to Aristotelian poetics. This is exactly the case with the possible 
actions. Weiler's intention is to make the game more accessible to players who just 
wanted to try, by providing the feeling that they had a finished whole. Here is a case 
of the logic of gameplay directly conflicting with the logic of storytelling. One may 
speculate that a storyteller used to structures of progression is not focused enough on 
the different demands posed to integration in progression and emergence structures. 
In the first, a successful action is automatically integrated. In emergence structures, it 
is not.  
However, as we have seen earlier, the game is a complex mode and the general 
problematization of meaningful play in Pandemic 1.0 is not the whole picture. When 
put into relation of Lazzaro's four fun keys this becomes apparent. Overcoming 
challenges and strategic gameplay, the kind of play people most often think about 
when they think of games, belongs in the category of hard fun (Lazzaro 2009). This 
leaves us easy fun, serious fun and people fun to look at.  
”In Serious Fun, players use the fun of games to change how they think, feel, and 
behave” (Lazarro 2009:35). Serious play as such has a closer link to the other side of 
the magic circle as the goal is somehow to change the player. Serious play lets 
players ”express their values” (Lazarro 2009:36). In Pandemic 1.0 there is a strong 
discourse of testing the technological boundaries in regard to storytelling and 
entertainment. The experience was a part of Sundance Film Festival's New Frontiers 
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Lab, a name that itself brings associations to the exploration of unchartered 
technological territory. The article on Pandemic 1.0 on the festival website also 
formulates this discourse in the first section: ”Weiler is considered a thought leader 
and pioneer in the mash-up culture of #transmedia. His early influence and 
consultations helped shape the very structure of the Sundance New Frontier Lab 
itself” (Beyer 2011). The buzz-word effect of transmedia is hard to ignore here. The 
word itself is even marked with a hashtag, bringing connotations of Twitter and social 
media.  Pandemic 1.0 supports serious fun both as a learning experience and self-
expression, where storytellers, filmmakers and other people in the creative industry 
can express themselves as innovative and technologically skilled and learn about how 
these new technologies and how they can be used. The discourse, which could be 
referred to as one of innovative experimental transmedia storytelling, is prevalent 
through press coverage and research interviews with Lance Weiler. This is not to say 
that these kinds of motivations are not valid or disingenuous, but to stress the fact that 
Pandemic 1.0's experimental technological focus can be seen as motivation play. 
Another aspect that suggests that serious fun and consequences outside the magic 
circle was a vital part of Pandemic 1.0 is the discourse of disease control research as it is 
stated that knowledge achieved from it was to be” utilized in efforts to combat actual 
pandemics and disasters” (Weiler 2011a).  
People Fun is, as the term indicates, the pleasure derived from social interaction. It is 
the category that sparks the widest range of emotions (Lazzaro 2009). Another way of 
putting it would be that it is extremely broad. However, apart from the wide range of 
human emotions and pleasures that can arise from social interaction, like social 
bonding, the pride in helping others succeed or the shadenfreude of seeing a fellow 
player fail, an important point is that people fun also serve an auxiliary function to 
emotions created by the other fun factors (Lazzaro 2009). Sharing emotions intensifies 
them and builds relationships. Pandemic 1.0 is designed for people fun as Weiler 
explains: ”I want my stories to be more social so I want to give them an element of 
play” (Weiler 2012a:03.50). Here the gameplay elements are even presented as a way 
to achieve social interaction. In the case of Pandemic 1.0 the phones are the best 
example as they were both supposed to be passed on to other festivalgoers and served 
as the link between online participants and the festivalgoers thus both requiring and 
leveraging interaction between strangers. In fact, almost every part of Pandemic 1.0 has 
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a social aspect apart from the secret locations, but this is perhaps mainly because they 
were not integrated in the game system itself, something Weiler wishes to change for 
the next iterating of the experience (Weiler 2012b). 
Easy fun revolves around curiosity and imagination and fits some parts of the Pandemic 
1.0 experience better, because it leaves the outcome oriented focus. This is where we 
see activities such as roleplay, players creating content, and exploration (Lazzaro 
2009). In this perspective, the Twitter narratives and roleplaying, secret locations, the 
memories connected to the golden objects and the data visualization provide the 
possibility of creativity, imagination and self-expression. These kinds of activities can 
be seen as not really belonging to what a game is, but the point is still that they are an 
important part of the experience of playing many games. Lazzaro argues that easy fun 
can complement hard fun by allowing players to move away from the frustration 
created by engaging with challenges (Lazzaro 2009). Lazzaro's research is based on 
observing and interviewing players. Focus on the moments that players enjoyed the 
most, and the emotions they experienced in those situations (Lazzaro 2009). In this 
way, it is much more focused on play as an activity and less formalistic than the 
definitions of games that have been used so far. This reveals that some of the activities, 
that before could best be read in the frame of storytelling now fits gameplay better, 
incorporating what Juul would perhaps call borderline cases of gameplay. Still, it 
seems that the kind of fun that fits the formalistic definitions of games the best is also 
the one that fits pandemic the worst. 
  A different way of viewing it can be related to the distinction between ludus, formal 
play, and paida, free play, coming from Roger Callios. Montola, Stenros and Waern 
argue that both Juul's, and Salen and Zimmerman's definition of game focus on ludus, 
while also arguing that paidia is more commonly seen in pervasive games (Montola, 
Stenros & Waern 2009). It is important to note that Callios' concepts are defined as 
the opposite ends of a sliding scale. The point is thus that free and structured play is 
both play, or in Juul's terms, that games are a subset of playful activities, sharing some 
characteristics (Juul 2005). As such, even though these elements do not live up to what 
a game is, they are an important part of many gameplay experiences, and can be 
viewed as exploring the space of possibility outside the outcomes  designated as 
meaningful by the game system itself. 
To explain the aesthetics of Pandemic 1.0, the experimental game genres McGonigal 
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discusses become important. The borders of the magic circle are expanded and 
sometimes blurred. The experience runs real-time all the time for 5 days, forcing 
participants to somehow balance play with non-play. Spatially and socially the game 
also blurs the borders of the magic circle. Spatially since the whole of Park City was 
potentially part of the game space objects relevant to gameplay could be located 
anywhere in this space. Online, the magic circle was not seriously challenged spatially 
as the  everything from Pandemic 1.0 was somehow marked as being clearly part of the 
game.  Even the producer-created Twitter narratives were clearly marked by a 
pandemic hashtag, they all had ”_HiM” in their profile name and they all had specific 
matching Pandemic 1.0 profile pictures sharing a common visual identity. This also 
means that the Twitter narratives were not a part of expanding the magic circle 
socially as they could not be mistaken for players. They did however   help fuel the 
online roleplaying which did expand the magic circle given Twitter's status as both 
diegetic and non-diegetic to participant who roleplayed. Socially, the magic circle was 
blurred through the recruitment of strangers via the passing of the phones, the fact 
that every festivalgoer could potentially be a player, and the fact that the check-ins 
festivalgoers who (potentially) had no knowledge of the game influenced it. The scares 
that players could request are also examples of this as they were carried out on 
unsuspecting festivalgoers. 
McGonigal argues that ubiquitous games use a certain realistic or immersive aesthetic 
where everything is done for real, phenomenologically speaking. Another way of 
putting it is that nothing breaks the diegesis, or in Juul’s terms that we are discussing 
coherent world games. This was not the case in Pandemic 1.0. In the ubiqutous games 
McGonigal describes there is either a coherent fictional world, as the case is with 
ARGs or the game simply takes place in the actual world without a fictional layer as 
can be seen in the genre she names ”reality-based superhero games” (MGonigal 
2006:372). In Pandemic 1.0 the actions often had an effect on the fictional world that 
could only be explained through the rules of the game and a general thematic logic of 
fear and misinformation. Why did the scares spread the pandemic? Because fear and 
misinformation was seen as spreading pandemics and making it difficult to handle 
emergencies (Weiler 2012b). Returning to Gregory Bateson, the actions do not denote 
that which they stand for denote. This essentially makes the immersive aesthetic 
McGonigal is describing impossible. Other parts of her characteristics can be seen in 
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Pandemic 1.0. It was distributed, encouraging massive multiplayer action and perhaps a 
sense of community.  
Still I would argue that Pandemic 1.0 in some ways fit another of McGonigal’s genres 
better, namely that of ubicomp games. These kinds of games were typically research 
projects experimenting with improving everyday objects through digital affordances. 
In Pandemic 1.0, there seems to be a line between the story and the gameplay that is 
reinforced through technology. Naturally the gameplay does not travel very far once 
the algorithm cannot follow it, and the technological part is outside the fiction. 
These kinds of games are more straight forward in the sense that they are typically 
closer to conventional games. They are often adaptations as in the case of 
PacManhattan, a location-based version of Pac-Man (McGonigal 2006). Pandemic 1.0, 
however, is not as straight forward given its mix of genres. 
One way of seeing this problem is through Kress and Van Leeuwen's concepts of the 
meaning-making that is created when there is a lack of semiotic resources to signify a 
specific discourse. The name and central conflict of Pandemic 1.0 can invoke such a 
discourse through provenance. The spread of content online is often compared to 
viral behaviour, most notably in the concept of viral marketing. In this way, the 
pandemic invokes the discourse of the power of connectivity that the internet 
provides, echoing collective intelligence as participants can be part of infectious 
technological storytelling. It can also be seen as invoking as certain genre and pattern 
of play. Narratives of global viral disaster are perhaps most notably seen in the stories 
and games about zombies, and in viral outbreak films, Contagion being a recent 
example (Soderbergh 2011). These works often revolve around protagonists that are 
ordinary people caught up in the events struggling to get by, providing an example of 
what experiencing a global viral disaster would be like. Apart from the post-
apocalyptic aesthetic of catharsis and a fresh start, these works often have more 
references to the world around the events taking place. I would argue that the use a 
pandemic is not only invoking a discourse of the power of technological connectivity, 
but also ask people to simulate a style of storytelling that they already know, namely 
one of a lot of ordinary people caught up in extraordinary events, everyone trying to 
get by on their own. The word simulation is not used in any material on Pandemic 1.0 
that this thesis has investigated. Yet that is exactly what it is – a simulation. It is even a 
simulation to an extent that it is to be used in research made to combat actual 
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pandemics. Gonsalo Frasca argues that: 
 
“unlike traditional media, video games are not just based on representation but on an 
alternative semiotical structure known as simulation. Even if simulations and narratives 
do share some common elements (characters, settings, and events) their mechanics are 
essentially different. (Frasca 2003:221f) 
 
A simulation is a system that models the behaviour of an object or objects, reacting 
to ”to certain stimuli (input data, pushing buttons, joystick movements), according to a 
set of conditions” (Frasca 2003:222). Simply put, ”[i]t does not deal with what 
happened or is happening, but with what may happen ” (Frasca 2003:233). 
 
Lessons from Pandemic 1.0 
The hybrid nature of Pandemic 1.0 makes it difficult to explain all its elements by only 
one of the two modes. The analysis also shows that the there is a divide between story 
and game running though its design. The parts of the work that lend themselves best 
to a narrative structure are the many self-contained micro-narratives, such as the 
Twitter narratives or the memories attached to the object, and these seem to have 
more of a thematic link rather than being integrated into the game system or linked 
together in the causal understanding of narrative. On the opposite side some parts of 
Pandemic 1.0 can only be explained through game rules, and are as such not a part of 
the fictional world.  
This also removes the aesthetics from the immersive practices that McGonigal 
describes – while they are still maintained in some parts of the work. This stand a bit 
at odds with the frequency of applications of the adjective immersive used to describe 
Pandemic 1.0, presumably influenced by Weiler's own activation of the discourse 
(Nelson 2011; Harris 2011; Godest 2011; Weiler 2011a). This might as well be a 
testimony to the lack of a common understanding of the concept in general. Still, the 
immersive practices seem to conflict with the parts of the work that are non-diegetic.  
The analysis also suggests that the kinds of play most salient in Pandemic 1.0 are the 
kinds that can be seen as peripheral to a formal definition of a game, pointing to (parts 
of) the work being a borderline case. 
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Aesthetics in Transmedia Storytelling 
As have already been established, many of the characteristics of the logic of 
transmedia storytelling are not inherent in storytelling. Worldbuilding is not narrative 
but fiction. The overemphasis on storytelling can also be seen in the presentation of 
Pandemic 1.0 and the thoughts behind its design, were the work is presented as 
storytelling even though Pandemic 1.0 at the end of the day is a game with embedded 
narrative content, albeit an experimental one testing how gameplay can be logged to 
tell a story at the same time. Still, participants had very little influence on how the 
string of events played out and the content they did create were satellites, not kernels. 
In a larger, intercompositional perspective, it is another story altogether. In this 
perspective it fits the logic as a chronological line can be drawn from outbreak to post-
apocalypse. It simply seems that transmedia storytelling, as it has been defined until 
now, has problems explaining intracompositional phenomena. Not every part of an 
intracompositional phenomena though. To be fair, worldbuilding and participatory 
culture are central to this logic, and there have been proposed aesthetic techniques for 
these. Indeed you might say that the whole idea of transmedia is about catering to 
participatory culture or, as Lemke puts it ”colonizing the chronotopes of postmodern 
life to array the branded content of their media products everywhere we look and go” 
(Lemke, 2009:283). His point is that, transmedia storytelling, and gameplay, can be 
seen as a way of institutionalizing our use of media. Transmedia is in a sense all about 
control. 
However, what kinds of control are transmedia practitioners really able to excert? So 
far, in many intercompositional works, it seems to have been done primarily through 
negative capability and paratextual reference including marketing. Some have also 
suggested intertextuality, but here, the connections are only made after the existence 
of both works are known. The challenge in these cases of transmedia, besides the ones 
applying to the self-contained compositions themselves, such as writing a good book 
or making a good film, seems to be about finding the delicate balance between 
creating enough potential for fans to participate, via gaps in their knowledge, while 
not making it too difficult for audiences that are not as dedicated. This has been done 
by creating content exploring different perspectives effectively creating narrative 
satellites.  
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I would argue that the whole premise of this aesthetic rests primarily on the concept 
of participatory culture and that this concept does a better job at describing how 
people use mediated content than explaining why this happens, at least on an 
individual level. It simply happens when we humans fall in love with a certain 
fictional universe, not to mention brands. 
An different view on transmedia storytelling could be more along the lines of Jenkins’ 
broader definition of story as a post-experience mental construction. This is more in 
line with Jenkins' own framework, but ultimately points to a cybertextual 
understanding. Jenkins himself also uses this definition to provide a framework for a 
narrative logic in games. Such a logic should not be ignored as it undoubtedly is a 
motivation, but in cybertexts serves more as a reading or playing strategy than as 
something inherent to the works themselves.  
Furthermore, games with strong narratives, games of progression require strong 
control. As we have learned from the kinds of games appropriating actual world 
environments, the space of possibility has a tendency to expand rapidly, and here a 
narrative logic can serve as a powerful guide. This can be seen in ARGs that are 
typically mimicking investigative genres close to the kind of works that Brooks based 
his work Reading for the Plot on (Brooks 1984). Here narrative really becomes a way 
of making sense of the world as suggested by Jerome Bruner (Bruner 1986). In this 
case the world being made sense of is fictional. 
Perhaps this is what the anonymous blogger DocWho2100 and others have attempted 
since she writes: ”Overall the story is interesting, but not easy to follow (this came out 
a lot in the social media aspect as wild theories abounded (...)” (docwho2100, 2011 
January 31). This also shows us again that Pandemic 1.0 did not lend itself well even 
to a post-game narrative construction.  
 
Aesthetics in transmedia gameplay 
Moving on to transmedia gameplay, an initial point is that we are still discussing 
transmedia fiction, even though transmedia gameplay is fully possible without being 
situated in a fictional world. Still, the fundamentals of the game mode remain the 
same, and the more relevant questions regard the specific challenges of gameplay in 
transmedia fiction.  
When games are self-contained compositions in intercompositional phenomena, the 
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cause the temporal limitation that we have already covered. Games can break a 
chronological coherence. Ways of solving this can be designing the games as satellites, 
giving them strong structures of progression or, as is the case with the Mass 
Multiplayer Online game World of Warcraft, simply be the final composition in the 
chronological order of the diegesis. One could ask why even bother to try and unite 
narrative and ludic structures, but that would be missing the potential of tiering for 
audiences with different preferences in regard to mode and medium. 
In intracompositional phenomena, the distinct nature of the media utilized becomes 
relevant to the gameplay itself, not just to its connection to a larger whole. In these 
kinds of games, ordinary online and physical space is appropriated as games space. 
This has a tendency to expand the space of possibility, especially in the cases where 
the actual world is recentered with a fictional world. For gameplay to function 
meaningfully in these cases, many works have adopted a strategy of finding the 
gameplay affordances as a central mechanic, a mechanic that is mirrored in the 
negative capability suggested as a strategy in transmedia storytelling. In a sense, this is 
the perfect strategy. This kind of game mechanic accepts the distinct nature of the 
media, and create gameplay from making sense of the chaos, using the 
disconnectedness as the central challenge instead of trying to overcome it. However, i 
would argue that this kind of game design, when combined with an immersive 
aesthetic severely limits the games. When creating a coherent recentered world game, 
as many ARGs for example are, all affordances, all meaningful actions, have to be 
phenomenologically similar to actions that are possible in the ordinary world. 
Otherwise the player will have not have the semiotic resources to make sense of the 
game. It can perhaps be phrased less complicated. Games adhering to an immersive 
aesthetic have been known to have problems communicating that they were in fact 
games to potential participants and thus also to communicate how to play  (Denward 
2011; Stenros et al. 2011). In coherent world games, the rules are supposed to be 
invisible, and it is very difficult to metacommunicate the context of playing a game, 
when you are not supposed to reveal the fictional nature of your activities, especially 
when the scripts are not established. You cannot ask people to play if you cannot show 
them the game. One solution to this is to agree on the frame before the game itself 
begins as in many larps. In larps, the term 'prediegesis' is sometimes used to denote 
the single consistent diegesis authored by the larpwright before the game begins 
(Fatland, 2005). This can be a method in the cases where the designer is able to 
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communicate clearly with players in advance. However, it does prevent the game 
from opening up to new players during play, as was seen in both Sanningen om Marika 
and Conspiracy for Good (Denward 2011; Stenros et al. 2011). This in turn will 
undermine the kinds of play we have seen in Pandemic 1.0. 
Perhaps this problem of lack of means to metacommunicate is related to the fact that 
Aarseth's theory on cybertext, Frasca's work on narrative and simulation, and 
Montola, Stenros, and Waern's study of pervasive games all emphasize the more free 
paidic elements of gameplay (Aarseth 1997; Frasca 2003; Montola, Stenros & Waern 
2009). The same tendency was seen in the analysis of Pandemic 1.0, although the 
demand to translate the gameplay into a narrative through technology imposed 
limitations on player agency. These structures are less controlled and more open to 
the participatory practices of contemporary media consumption. 
Missing Scripts in Transmedia 
 
Mapping the many possibilities of transmedia design is hardly feasible. The wide 
range of multimodal means of meaning-making available and transmedia fictions lack 
of a predefined sequence of signifiers makes the question of transmedia aesthetics a 
question of complex cybertextual possibilities. 
In their investigation of multimodal communications practice, Kress and Van 
Leeuwen discuss the problem of understanding plastic. I would argue that plasticity is 
an apt metaphor for the multimodal implications of transmedia. Looking at 
transmedia fiction in a multimodal perspective reveals how different the modal and 
material expression can be. The problem is perhaps that neither mode nor materiality 
are an apt guidelines for creating grammars or in Kress and Van Leeuwens 
words ”whether the grammar of distinct modes are so uncontentiously 'there'” (Kress 
& Van Leeuwen 2001:124). As modes are not fixed, but socially and historically 
situated, some are naturally more established not to mention more commonly known. 
Game and story have been explored for a very long time, and I would argue that they 
are both reasonably stable and available to most, if not all people and provide good 
frameworks for meaning-making.  
There seem to be a central paradox in the concept of transmedia. Transmedia 
aesthetics is essentially the ungrateful task of connecting that which by definition must 
have no material connection given its distinct nature. The distinct nature of the media 
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situate the action that must be taken to play the game or follow the narrative in the 
actual world, making the space of possibility infinite. Both game and narrative can 
serve as the missing link as they are semiotic resources which are not tied to specific 
material expressions.  
 
The question is then how we can create the contexts of interpretation necessary to 
facilitate the perceived connections that make transmedia fiction usable. One way is to 
communicate it externally – paratextually. The case of the paratext also illustrates the 
problem of another way – metacommunication. In a sense, a paratext is a case of 
metacommunication, but one should consider the subject matter of the paratext. Even 
though paratexts are defined through function, they are concerned with influences on 
interpretation in the book, a medium with relatively stable conventions. One of the 
best examples of what can happen when the conventions we take for granted are 
removed or replaced is the Orson Welles' radio adaptation of The War of the Worlds 
which made some people panic because they thought an actual alien invasion was 
taking place. We very often underestimate the significance of normalized conventions 
and these are often missing or intentionally challenged in transmedia fiction.  
This brings forward the question of invoking interpretive context within the works 
themselves. Gregory Bateson's concept of metacommunication went hand in hand 
with understanding the statement ”This is play”:  
 
”[t]he statement ”This is play” looks something like this: ”These actions in which we 
now engage do not denote what those actions for which they stand would denote” 
(Bateson 1955). 
 
The example of metacommunication in play shows that it is possible to continuously 
communicate the interpretive context but also that it is absolutely necessary. I would 
argue that the focus on making a fiction seem as real as possible ignores the essential 
dynamic of the magic circle, or the use a term used in conjunction with the narrative 
mode, the willing suspension of disbelief. As McGonigal has pointed out, the fact that 
the suspension of disbelief is indeed willing is often ignored, and scholars of narrative 
fiction have a tendency to discuss suspension of disbelief as something caused by the 
text. This ignores the complex interaction between reader (or user) and text. The 
concepts of metacommunication and the magic circle can serve as a powerful 
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reminder of this fallacy.  
The problem of the necessity of metacommunication combined with the lack of stable 
scripts or grammars that can delineate the inside and outside of a text point to Kress 
and Van Leeuwen’s concepts of provenance and experiential meaning potential as 
avenues for meaning-making in transmedia as we have also seen in Pandemic 1.0.  
 
From Ludus to Paida – Simulating Worlds 
During the investigation of transmedia in theory and practice, we have seen that 
works of transmedia are cybertextual. We have also seen that cybertexts point toward 
aesthetics beyond narrative. Aarseth and Frasca both emphasize world simulation and 
free play (Aarseth 1997; Frasca 2003). Likewise, application of Lazzaro's fun factors to 
Pandemic 1.0 turned out to emphasize paida rather than ludus.   
It is also interesting that scholars on pervasive games emphasize paida (McGonigal 
2006; Montola, Stenros & Waern 2009). Designing for transmedia is designing for 
people to act, but perhaps it is not about controlling their actions after all. As we have 
seen, the need to deliver a controlled narrative or a ludic, goal-orientated game within 
a space of almost infinite possibility leads to aesthetics of searching for the content as 
the primary action. While this is an aesthetic that meets the challenges of distinct 
media and participatory culture, it should hardly be seen as the only path forward in 
transmedia fiction. 
Once designers become aware of the role of audiences as creators of their own magic 
circles, and how suspension of disbelief or the lusory attitude are actively and 
consciously maintained and they might also realise that audiences should not be 
considered audiences and allow participants to move more freely through the 
structures the designers create without considering it a violation to those same 
structures as are sometimes seen in cases of for example fan fiction (Jenkins 2006).  
Conventional structures of control do not work in participatory culture and are very 
difficult to implement in transmedia given its distinct nature. One reason for the 
emphasis of technology in transmedia fiction could be that the connectivity of digital 
media holds a possibility of eliminating the distinctness materially instead of just 
contextually thus making transmedia a transitional aesthetic. On one hand this 
endeavour ignores the pleasure participants get from filling in the gaps themselves, but 
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on the other hand it does pose new exciting possibilities for both storytelling and 
gameplay. 
On way to avoid the creating structures of control is perhaps to take Aarseth and 
Frasca's suggestion seriously and redefine what is meant by an aesthetic of 
worldbuilding. We know that we are both able to simulate worlds digitally and imbue 
actual world objects with digital and ludic affordances, giving the transmedia designer 
plenty of ways to create fictional worlds via rule-based systems. Perhaps this avenue 
should be explored. 
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Chapter 6 – Conclusion 
 
This chapter concludes the investigation of the concept of transmedia and its relation 
to storytelling and gameplay. During this investigation, it has been shown how 
previous research on transmedia storytelling places it in relation to the cultural 
practices of participatory culture and convergence culture. It has then been argued 
that much of what is described as transmedia storytelling can be explained via the 
concept of fictional worlds, thus moving the focus from storytelling to fiction. This, in 
turn, allows a view on transmedia practice through logics of both storytelling and 
gameplay, something that is also suggested in previous research on the subject. 
The defining characteristic of transmedia is the employment of distinct media and 
environments. This has certain implications. It is argued that transmedia fiction needs 
to be understood through the perceived connections between the distinct media and 
how these are constructed previous uses of the concept of intertextuality only accounts 
for connections made after both texts are known. A central aesthetic in this endeavour 
is the use of negative capability – of hinting at other elements of the fictional world. 
Another implication is that transmedia is multimodal and thus challenge modal 
grammars and scripts by bringing previously ignored meaning potential in play. As 
such, the ability for the same content to be expressed across different modes and 
media lends new significance to these choices. 
Furthermore transmedia can be seen as cybertextual – as machines for textual 
production rather than texts in themselves, which allows for the distinction between 
what is being read, and what is being read from. This points toward a diversity of 
possible traversal functions and ultimately to systems of world simulation and play. An 
analysis of Pandemic 1.0 supports this as it lends itself best to explanations emphasising 
free paidic play rather than the more formal, challenge-based ludic play. The analysis 
shows an example of how Pandemic 1.0 does not fit one specific genre and how a 
discourse of innovative storytelling through technology and instructions of how to play 
is both communicated directly and through provenance. Provenance is a type of 
meaning-making seen when scripts are missing. 
It is argued that game and story structures can serve as the contextual frames 
necessary to connect a transmedia fiction as they are relatively stable modes 
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independent of a specific material expression but also that a combination of the two 
implies limitations on account of the different temporal characteristics in stories and 
games. 
To establish these contextual frames, a designer must use metacommunication, either 
in the form of paratext or by signalling that the context during the activity. This is 
hindered by the practice of immersive aesthetics, as metacommunication will break 
the illusion of a coherent world. Thus, in some cases, the aesthetic of transmedia 
fiction becomes one of locating content. 
Finally it is argued through the concept of the magic circle that, while this immersive 
aesthetic has merit, designers must acknowledge that the interpretive context is not 
only created by the user, but also consciously maintained and as such the designer 
should not disregard non-diegetic communication as a tool, allowing the designer to 
create the free play and world simulations suggested by theory on play and cybertext.  
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Dissemination Article 
 
Transmedia Need more Game Designers 
 
More transmedia practitioners should come from a game design 
background. Transmedia storytelling is quickly becoming a popular way 
of making sense of media franchises and hybrid media entertainment, 
but it just so happens that it is not really about storytelling at all. 
 
Perhaps you have heard the term transmedia before. Not too long ago the Producer’s 
Guild of America began to use the title Transmedia Producer in its code of credits. A 
transmedia production must span at least three media platforms and the producer 
credit is given to the one responsible for: long-term planning, development, 
production, and/or maintenance of narrative continuity across multiple platforms, 
and creation of original storylines for new platforms. 
Transmedia is big among the big media corporations. It holds the promise developing 
and maintaining the devotion of audiences by providing extra content for the die hard 
fans and inviting them to participate in circulating and perhaps even creating content. 
It is a process of creating entire worlds that can be used again and again for creating 
new narrative content while at the same time making it a little easier selling that 
content. 
The attentive reader might already have noticed a couple of problems. Is circulating 
someone else’s content really participating? Is creating a world really storytelling? As a 
game designer, you would probably answer no on both accounts. You would probably 
say that real participation require choices that matter, or something similar. You 
would probably also say that games create fictional worlds too. Worlds a player can 
move around in. If your reply would look something like this, you would be right. 
If you wanted more ammunition and went to investigate what tools transmedia 
producers actually use, you could add that they are often not about narrative but 
about creating a fictional world. Perhaps is would not surprise you that one of the 
most successful transmedia producers, Jeff Gomez, has a background in role-playing 
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games. 
What is at stake under the surface is that there are two ways of creating these worlds. 
No matter what, you have to describe them. Both stories and non-abstract games have 
a setting, characters and events after all. The big question is whether you narrate the 
world through series of events; simulate it through a system of rules, or both. As any 
maker of a story-driven game will know, combining them can have its advantages, 
even though creating the feeling of player agency in these games can be a wildly 
frustrating experience, especially when the player community trashes the product 
afterwards. It is hard not to feel a little sorry for the designers and scriptwriters, who 
worked on Mass Effect 3. Whether or not they deserved it is beside the point. What is 
not beside the point is that just as too much story can make a game feel rigid, too big a 
focus on story makes people forget what we can really do with fictional worlds as 
game design professionals. If transmedia producers really want their audiences to 
become participants, they could use the help from game designers. Besides, why 
should the scriptwriters and film directors have all the transmedial fun. 
 
Dissemination Strategy 
The article is written for www.gamasutra.org, the online free version of Game 
Developer Magazine. An online platform was chosen to make spreading the article 
through social media possible. Gamasutra in particular was chosen to reach the target 
group of professionals in the game industry. This target group was chosen because it 
contains the people who are able to transform the suggestions of this thesis into 
practice. The style in articles on Gamasutra is typical of online journalism situated 
within specific knowledge communities. It less formal, more self-referential and 
readers are assumed to have a certain level of knowledge on the subject matter not 
expected of the general public. I have copied this tone to situate the message as 
coming from someone within the community.  
Game studies and game design are still in the process of establishing itself as and 
independent subject with its own theoretical subject matter and aesthetics. Many 
game designers are aware of this discourse of ludology and therefore it is purposefully 
emphasized to add an extra sense relevance to the target group. 
